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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
School reform efforts over the last 50 years have produced little change (Cuban, 1988; 
Fullan & Miles, 1992). Educators have tried effective schools, whole language, site-based 
management, and continue to attempt to implement innovation after innovation. As educators 
continue their efforts to enhance the quality of America's schools, they discover a variety of 
tools and methods for school improvement, each with its own merits and challenges (Wise, 
1979, 1988). There is no shortage of innovations. The shortage that exists is a lack of 
understanding of how to implement innovations, and keep them going long enough to become 
institutionalized. 
Outcome-based education (OBE) is perhaps the most exciting and potentially successfiil 
curricular innovation for schools, because it requires that a future-driven curriculum focus be 
developed, and it demands performance assessment (Spady, 1987a). Outcome-based education 
is a systemic reform effort which focuses on predetermined outcomes, or curriculum goals. 
This results-oriented approach uses those outcomes to drive instructional and curricular 
decisions and actions. All decisions including those related to curriculum, delivery of 
instruction, assessment, and promotion are based on the best way to achieve the predetermined 
outcomes. 
Not everyone, however, views OBE as a positive school restrucmring strategy. Mainline 
educators have been surprised as OBE has come under a nationwide attack (Manatt, 1993). 
The compelling logic attributed to OBE by its supporters doesn't impress critics, who consider 
the OBE philosophy a recipe for disaster (O'Neil, 1994). 
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Even if some of the charges made about OBE are off base, others raise compelling 
questions about whether the OBE philosophy translates well in the classroom. If some common 
outcomes will be held for all students, will they represent more than minimum competency? To 
what extent should outcomes stress traditional academic content versus more global skills or 
proficiencies? How will schools deal with the logistics of educating students who learn at 
different rates or through different learning styles? According to both supporters and 
proponents, OBE advocates have failed to answer these questions well enough to win 
widespread public support for OBE (Glatthom, 1993; McKeman, 1993; Schlafly, 1994). 
Even so, OBE is being pursued by schools in many states across the nation (Vamon & 
King, 1993). It has the potential to reestablish a common focus for schools, and improve 
accountability by developing predetermined outcomes and measuring success by the 
accomplishment of those outcomes. Mastery learning has been shown to be effective at 
increasing the quality and quantity of student achievement (Bloom, 1986; Guske, 1990; 
McNeir, 1993; Nelson, 1985; Roettger, 1990; Vickery, 1985). OBE, however, lacks research 
to directly link it to improved student test scores (Block, 1993). The majority of educational 
support for OBE is based on testimonials of an improved curriculum that better prepares 
students for success in the adult world (Hartwig, 1994). This study will focus on 
transformational OBE with a mastery learning component. 
A Nation at Risk (1983) defined instructional excellence in terms of the school which sets 
high expectations and goals for all learners, then tries in every way possible to help students 
reach them. "It is the place of the school to demand the best effort and performance from all 
students, whether they are gifted or less able, affluent or disadvantaged, or whether destined for 
college, the farm, or industry" (p. 24). 
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If all students are to be successful, schools must gain clarity of focus by defining the 
intended outcomes of the schooling experience, know and use effective schooling and teaching 
conditions and practices, and deliberately vary conditions and practices so that all students have 
the time and assistance they need to learn well. 
A school, to be effective, must have a clear mission. Educators must have a shared 
vision of what they are trying to accomplish (Boyer, 1983). Every school should establish 
clearly stated curriculum goals—purposes that are widely shared by teachers, students, 
administrators, and parents (Spady, 1987b). Outcome-based education requires educators and 
other stakeholders to focus on the basic purpose and goals of education. 
There is a need to implement school improvement strategies that will increase 
accountability. Outcome-based education requires assessment at all levels to be coordinated and 
aligned with the intended learning outcomes. These smdent learner outcomes are publicly 
stated and clearly provide the focus for instruction and assessment. Properly implemented, 
QBE will increase accountability for both students and teachers (Board of Directors, Network 
for Outcome-Based Schools, 1992). Teachers teach to a preplaimed curriculimi which is 
focused on predetermined objectives. Assessment results are closely monitored, and students 
do not move on to the next level of difficulty until they demonstrate mastery of prerequisite 
skills. In addition, administrators monitor the results of student efforts to demonstrate mastery 
of the outcomes, and the results are reported to the public. However, OBE can only 
accomplish results if it is successfully implemented. As with any school reform effort, the 
fundamental issue is how to implement it at the school level. 
Education reform will be significantly impeded unless there is a substantial increase in our 
knowledge of how to successfully implement new reform efforts. Researchers have learned 
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about what works, and about impediments to change. The biggest problem is how to get there: 
how to lead and manage the process of school reform (Louis & Miles, 1990). 
Over the last two decades, a great deal has been learned about change and implementation 
through research (Fullan, 1990). Miles (1986) identified 14 key success factors across the three 
well-known phases of change projects: 
INITIATION 
• Linked to high profile need 
• Clear model of implementation 
• One or more strong advocates 
• Active initiation 
IMPLEMENTATION 
• Coordination 
• Shared control 
• Pressure and support 
• Ongoing technical assistance 
• Early rewards for teachers 
INSTITUTIONALIZATION 
• Embedding 
• Links to instruction 
• Widespread use 
• Removal of competing priorities 
• Continuing assistance 
Pink (1989) observed 12 barriers to innovation after reviewing several change projects. 
They are; 
1. An inadequate theory of implementation, including too litde time for teachers to 
plan for and learn new skills and practices, 
2. District tendencies toward faddism and quick-fix solutions, 
3. Lack of sustained central office support and follow-through, 
4. Underfiinding the project, or trying to do too much with too little support. 
5 
5. Attempting to manage the projects from the central office instead of developing 
school leadership and capacity, 
6. Lack of technical assistance and other forms of intensive staff development, 
7. Lack of awareness of the limitations of teacher and school administrator 
knowledge about how to implement the project, 
8. The turnover of teachers in each school, 
9. Too many competing demands or overload, 
10. Failure to address die incompatibility between project requirements and existing 
organizational policies and structures, 
11. Failure to understand and take into accoimt site-specific differences among 
schools, 
12. Failure to clarify and negotiate the role relationships and partnerships involving 
the district and the local university—who in each case had a role, albeit 
unclarified, in the project. (Pink, 1989, pp. 22-24) 
While still few and far between, successful examples of school reform efforts are both 
more frequent and more robust over the past five years. Less piecemeal and more wholistic 
approaches to reform are becoming evident. Also emerging are clear parallels with successfiil 
cases in business and industry. Block (1987), Kanter (1989), and Peters (1987), to name a few, 
have arrived at essentially the same conclusions and recommendations concerning the change 
process (Fullan, 1990). One of the most promising features of this new knowledge is that it 
makes good common sense. However, educators must be convinced of the need to learn about 
successful implementation strategies. 
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Need for the Study 
A growing number of educators, parents, and representatives of the business world are 
calling for school transformation. Most of them do not know exactly what they want from 
schools. They only know that they are not satisfied with what they are getting. The business 
world is calling for schools to develop a new set of competencies and infuse quality into the 
schooling process (Secretary's Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills, 1991). As schools 
move toward restructuring for improvement, one of the first tasks they face is to admit that the 
old model isn't working. As Stan Friedland (1992) explains, "Our insistence on continuing the 
same curriculum, the same format, with the same methods, will not succeed because we have 
different students from a different era with significantly different needs." 
A review of the research found few studies on outcome-based education. Most that 
claimed to be about OBE were instead specifically focused on the mastery learning component. 
A smdy by Baxter and Earl (1993) examined OBE implementation across Canada and found 
that at least one quarter of all the school boards were pursuing OBE in some way. A study by 
Sheinker (1991) examining OBE implementation in Wyoming schools reported that a majority 
of schools were pursuing OBE. It was also noted that teachers and administrators perceived the 
extent of OBE implementation similarly. Sheinker reported that teachers were successful in 
adopting OBE beliefs, but much less successful in implementing OBE instructional and 
assessment practices. There have been only a few studies to determine the extent of OBE 
implementation, changes in teacher behavior when schools make a sustained effort to implement 
OBE, and why it does or does not get successfully implemented (Rope, 1994). 
A survey of all 50 states discovered that in 1993, OBE was being pursued at the state 
level as the most promising strategy for improving education for all students in 42 of the 50 
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states, including Iowa (Varnon & King, 1993). Since then, some states, like Iowa, have 
discontinued their efforts due to public complaints, and others have modified their approach 
(Manatt, 1995a). Even so, in Iowa, over thirty local education agencies and four universities 
have come together with a common interest in OBE (Rowe, 1993). Several other Iowa schools 
are investigating the use of OBE. However, a review of the literamre indicated that there has 
been no investigation of the extent of implementation of outcome-based education in Iowa 
schools. In the midst of numerous reform movements directed toward school restructuring, it 
is important to determine if a major systemic reform effort, such as outcome-based education, 
is having an impact. 
Even more important is our need to understand and leam about the implementation of an 
innovation in schools (Cuban, 1990). There is much to leam about implementing any 
innovation in a school organization. As educators increasingly acknowledge that learning about 
the change process is crucial, Fullan (1990) insists that they must also make effective decisions 
about what should change and how to go about it. He also insists that a healthy respect for the 
change process must be developed or many of the most well-intentioned efforts to implement 
innovations will continue to fail. 
If educators are to meet public demands for more appropriate curriculum outcomes and a 
quality education system, they need to know more about the factors that enhance the 
implementation of innovations (Sizer, 1984). A helpful step in that direction is to examine 
current OBE practices and identify those who have been successful in its implementation, the 
factors that enhance OBE implementation, and teacher perceptions of the effects of OBE 
implementation. The results can then be used to guide schools who endeavor to implement 
OBE, and perhaps even those who attempt to implement any innovation. 
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Statement of the Problem 
Educators have become increasingly aware over the last few decades that as American 
society prepares to leap into the next century, its educational system lags behind, stuck in 
outdated methods. In fact, "the contention of the reformers is that American public schools 
designed for the 19th century are incapable of solving the problems that will face us in the 21st 
century" (Darling-Hammond, 1990). Many authorities and researchers believe there is a need 
to assess current practices of major school reform efforts in order to identify consistent themes 
and help define significant reform strategies (Block, 1993; Chaplin, 1991; Darling-Hammond, 
1990; Vamon & King, 1993). School reform should be based on measurable data or 
observable results, rather than subjective judgments. 
Just as important as determining what to implement, is understanding how to implement 
it. A great innovation that fails to get implemented will accomplish nothing. In fact, it may 
have a negative impact on the school culmre. Successful implementation of an effective 
innovation must be a goal of school reform. 
The problem for this study is to determine the extent to which member schools of the 
Iowa Success Network that have made a sustained effort to implement specific standards of 
OBE have been successful, factors that enhance implementation of OBE, and teacher 
perceptions of the effects of OBE implementation. Schools will have to demonstrate a sustained 
effort by utilizing fiinds for OBE and providing training for all personnel. This study will 
examine the degree of implementation of outcome-based education in schools that have made a 
sustained effort toward that end. 
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Purposes of the Study 
The purposes of this study are to determine the extent to which standards that represent 
the essential elements of OBE have been implemented in selected schools, the factors that 
enhance the implementation of OBE, and teacher perceptions of the effects of OBE 
implementation. The standards used for this smdy are those determined by the National 
Network for Outcome-Based Schools and listed in Appendix A. Schools that are members of 
the Iowa Success Network that have made a sustained effort to implement OBE will be included 
in the study. More specifically, the smdy is designed to accomplish the following: 
1. Determine what OBE practices are being used to implement the essential standards of 
OBE. 
2. Determine the extent to which specific standards that represent the essential elements 
of OBE have been implemented in schools that have made a sustained effort. 
3. Identify the factors and approaches that enhance the implementation of OBE. 
4. Report teacher perceptions of the effects of implementing OBE. 
Research Questions 
The following research questions guide the study: 
1. What specific QBE practices are being used to implement the standards of OBE? 
2. What standards of OBE have been implemented in schools that have made a sustained 
effort to implement OBE? 
3. What factors and approaches enhance the implementation of OBE? 
4. What are the teacher's perceptions of the effects of successful implementation of 
OBE? 
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Definition of Terms 
Words often have different meanings depending on their context. The following 
definitions will be used in this investigation. 
Assessment: Authentic assessment which is tightly aligned with the outcomes and requires high 
performance standards. 
Culture: Establishing a climate that enables all students and staff to perform at high quality 
levels. 
Curriculum Development: An articulated framework of program, course, and unit outcomes 
that are in alignment with the exit outcomes. 
Exit Outcomes: The development of student learner goals that reflect the knowledge and skills 
needed to be successful in adult life. 
Implementation Factors: Identified factors which explain "how" and "why" some schools are 
more successful implementors than others. 
Improvement: A data base of indicators of school effectiveness used for evaluation and 
planning. 
Instructional Delivery: A mastery learning process that requires successful demonstration of 
authentic curriculum outcomes by providing multiple opportunities for students. 
Masterv Learning: An instructional model which emphasizes the act of learning an 
instructional skill to a predetermined mastery level. 
Mission: A statement that reflects staff commitment to learning success for all students. 
Outcome-Based Education: A school improvement model which emphasizes focusing and 
organizing all of the school's programs and instructional efforts around the clearly defined 
outcomes we want all students to demonstrate when they leave school. 
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Outcomes: The things students are to know or be able to do at the end of the instructional 
period. 
Results: Observed improvements in the schooling process. 
Student Achievement: A system of instructional organization that allows students to advance 
through the curriculum whenever they can demonstrate successful performance. 
Vision: A staff vision of goals, leadership, performance, and program implementation. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
If making everyone follow the same path at a uniform speed in identical vehicles is 
the definition of travel, then there will be a lot of attention to planning routes, 
enforcing speed limits, and acquiring vehicles (traditional education). However, if 
travel is defined as "getting to Omaha as rapidly as possible by whatever means you 
like"—and especially if we make reaching that destination the pivot around which 
rewards and sanctions revolve—then there will be amazing creativity and diversity 
as to modes of travel, routes, velocities, and so on (outcome-based education). 
(Finn, 1990, p. 591) 
Chester Finn, with the U.S. Department of Education, was promoting a very simple idea 
for school reform; establish clear standards, deregulate the schools, and hold schools 
accountable for results. This latest wave of school reform, sometimes labeled standards-driven 
school reform, has come about due to our new knowledge of the namre of cognitive 
competence and its attainment (Manatt, 1995b). 
With many educators trained in behaviorism theories, the new ideas of cognitive theory, 
constructivism or webbing, and authentic assessment are making slow progress. Much of the 
research on cognitive theory is focused on how the learner organizes knowledge and transfers it 
to new situations. The learning strategies developed from cognitive theory are collectively 
called constructivism, which is the driving force behind curriculum integration (Manatt, 
1995b). Rather than acquiring knowledge as a collection of discrete bits of information, 
meaning and understanding are developed from context. 
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Evolution of OBE 
OBE is not a new concept. It has developed over the past several decades evolving from 
the work of Ralph Tyler whose text, Basic Principles of Curriculum and Instruction, noted the 
importance of having objectives for planning educational experiences (Tyler, 1949). In his 
text, Tyler asked four basic questions: 
1. What educational goals should the school seek to attain? 
2. What learning experiences should be selected to fiilfill those goals? 
3. How can learning experiences best be organized for effective instruction? 
4. How can the effectiveness of learning experiences be evaluated? 
Following Tyler, John Carroll (1963) published his seminal article, A Model for School 
Learning, in which he suggested that, given sufficient time, virtually all students could learn 
what typically only the strongest learn. 
Through the research of Benjamin Bloom, data began to accumulate which led to the 
conclusion that with appropriate instruction and additional time to learn, virtually all students 
could learn the basic curriculum (Bloom, 1976). Cognitive theories were beginning to catch the 
attention of educational researchers. Cohen (1984) adds another important dimension to the 
instructional framework by stating "when the stimulus conditions of instruction match those of 
the test, and the test matches the intended outcome, we have instructional alignment" (p. 9). 
Cognitive theory was now producing new learning strategies called webbing or constructivism. 
More recent pedagogical developments in cognitive psychology provide strategies for 
actively engaging the learner in the acquisition of knowledge. Prawat (1989) sees learner 
empowerment from an outcome perspective emphasizing the extent to which students can use 
knowledge. Prawat's model involves organization of knowledge and the ability to reflect on 
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and transfer knowledge. "In short, it involves thinking of the child as a total cognitive being, 
one who, when empowered, has access to a fiill range of intellectual resources and thus can 
respond proactively as opposed to reactively in various in-school and out-of-school contexts" 
(Prawat, 1989, p. 34). 
OBE seems to provide the next phase by offering a framework for designing curriculum 
and shifting the focus from memorizing course content to demonstrating real life competencies. 
Traditionally, educators have measured learning in terms of Carnegie units or standardized 
tests. In contrast, outcome-based education defines learning as what students can demonstrate 
that they know. Instead of specific content requirements, the OBE curriculum is derived from a 
set of broad, visionary goals designed to enable students to lead effective lives after they leave 
school (Champlin, 1991). After these goals or outcomes are publicly derived, much of the 
school's efforts are focused on the attainment of them. These efforts employ among other 
things, whole class instruction, formative and summative assessment, and corrective instruction 
(Guskey, 1992). This explains the marriage that is often perceived between OBE and mastery 
learning. Because mastery learning is not the focus of this inquiry, it will be referred to only as 
it relates to the practice of OBE. 
Wright (1985) provided a definition of outcome-based education: 
Outcome-Based Education (OBE) is a wholistic approach to school improvement in 
which the school community cooperatively defines student learning outcomes. The 
school then applies the most effective programs derived from research and 
experience to improve all learning-related aspects of the school in order to assure 
achievement of those outcomes. (Wright, 1985, p. 1) 
Spady (1986) redefined OBE with the definition that is most commonly used: 
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Outcome-Based Education means focusing and organizing all of the school's 
programs and instructional efforts around the clearly defined outcomes we want all 
students to demonstrate when they leave school. (Spady, 1986, p. 53) 
Educators and educational journals across the country refer to outcome-based education 
and Bill Spady's program synonymously. 
Alarmed by the growing number of high-school graduates who can't cope with life 
in the real world, state and local educational leaders are shifting the focus from how 
much time is spent in the classroom to what graduates actually know. The 
methodology for this shift in emphasis is called Outcome-Based Education, the 
brainchild of educational consultant William Spady, which sets specific achievement 
levels students must reach in each subject before graduation. (Manatt, 1993) 
Essentials of OBE 
Outcome-based education is a goal-setting, curriculum building process that does not 
promote any specific curriculum (Manatt, 1995a). Outcome-based education requires a 
collectively endorsed mission statement, a data base of significant, visionary learner outcomes 
for all students, plus key indicators of school effectiveness that are used and updated regularly 
to improve conditions and practices that affect student success for all learners (Spady, 1988). 
Cohen and Hyman-Cohen (1992) want educators and their trainers to get into their bloodstream 
that they can't get learners to change their behaviors unless they know what change they 
want—what outcome they seek. The authors go on to question how much of what is currently 
taught is really worth the effort for students to learn. The first step, they argue, is to determine 
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the significant outcomes of importance. Then assessment must be aligned to the outcomes, 
which will guide the curriculum. In other words, the outcomes must be operationalized. 
In 1981 a list of operational essentials of outcome-based education was published 
(Network for Outcome-Based Schools, 1981). The Network stated that schools wanting to 
become outcome-based should develop the following components: 
1. Publicly determined and stated learning outcomes for all students. 
2. A criterion-referenced assessment system derived from those outcomes. 
3. Objective-based core and alternative curricula derived from those outcomes. 
4. A systematic process for planning and providing instruction appropriate to each 
student. 
5. A mastery learning system which includes corrective instruction, extension/ 
enrichment, and mastery requirements. 
6. A criterion-referenced information management system. 
7. An evaluation system which allows students to receive credit at any time. 
8. A program evaluation component which guides instructional planning by comparing 
the learning outcomes of program graduates with the performance demands of post-
school roles. 
The Network for Outcome-Based Schools (1992) later broadened and further defined 
these components by publishing The Criteria for Outcome-Based Education. This article 
consisted of nine standards, with definitions, which schools working toward an outcome-based 
approach "should aspire and focus their research and implementation efforts" (p. 33) 
(Appendix A). 
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Outcome-Based Education is a systemic approach to school restructuring that involves 
many aspects affecting learning achievement. Those aspects include planning, leadership, belief 
system, community involvement, climate, curriculum alignment, instructional delivery, 
assessment, and reporting (Wright, 1985). 
William Spady (1981, 1994) reported that OBE operated within a new paradigm and on 
two purposes, three premises, and four principles. The new paradigm is a viewpoint that 
"what" and "whether" smdents learn successfully is more important than "when" and "how" 
they learn something. In other words, mastering essential information is more important than 
covering the textbook. The rest of Spady's OBE framework is: 
Purposes: 
1. Ensuring that all students are equipped with the knowledge, competence, and 
qualities needed to be successful after they exit the educational system, 
2. Strucmring and operating schools so that those outcomes can be achieved and 
maximized for all students. 
Premises: 
1. All students can learn and succeed, but not on the same day in the same way, 
2. Successful learning promotes even more successful learning, 
3. Schools control the conditions that direcdy affect successful school learning. 
Principles: 
1. Clarity of focus on culminating exit outcomes of significance, 
2. Expanded opportunity and support for learning success, 
3. High expectations for all to succeed, 
4. Design down from your ultimate, culminating outcomes. (Spady, 1994, 
pp. 9-10) 
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While OBE has its focus on the development of learner outcomes and curriculum 
mapping, cun iculum integration and alternative assessment are also important components. 
Outcomes of significance, or real life competencies, cannot be achieved without an integrated 
curriculum approach (Spady, 1988). Outcomes of significance are complex tasks involving 
multiple disciplines. It is critical for learners to understand the connectedness of academic 
skills. Authentic assessment strategies are also critical to OBE. Often, complex learner tasks 
cannot be effectively evaluated by traditional testing measures. The use of portfolios, products, 
personal communication, and performance are common examples of authentic assessment. 
Outcome-based education represents a clearly focused and powerful way of achieving 
learning success for all students. While there is no set formula for developing an OBE school, 
these schools have defined what students should leam and then devote most of their efforts and 
resources to ensure that all students master the essential outcomes. 
Criticism of OBE 
The public's mistrust of school improvement efforts comes from three sources (Willis, 
1995). First, educator's track record with innovations is not good as people still talk about the 
effort to implement "new math." Second, the public's concern over the lack of basic skills 
leaves the perception that educators aren't producing good results. Finally, most innovations 
differ from the schooling experience of previous generations making it hard for them to 
understand the changes being pursued. 
The public's attack on Outcome-Based Education is fueled by two primary concerns. 
First, parents express great concern that OBE does not put enough emphasis on "the basics," 
and in fact creates a "dumbing-down" effect (Schlafly, 1994). The mastery learning component 
of OBE gives students more than one chance to demonstrate mastery, thereby providing an 
enticement not to study hard for the first test. In addition, by promoting the idea that aU 
students can leam, parents of top students are concerned that their children will waste time and 
not be challenged enough while waiting for the slower learning students to master the material. 
Second, religious groups are enraged by the notion that OBE will destroy Christian values 
by teaching "politically correct" ideas (LaHaye, 1994). In determining the outcomes of 
significance to drive the curriculum, OBE language encourages schools to define the 
knowledge, skills, and attitudes necessary to be successful in adult life (Board of Directors, 
Network for Outcome-Based Schools, 1992). The word "attitudes" may open the door for 
schools to teach "global citizenship, world government, population control, radical feminism, 
environmental extremism, and acceptance of lifestyles that most people believe are immoral" 
(Schlafly, 1994, p. 27). 
Much of the criticism from the religious right is directed at the non-academic 
outcomes commonly included when statewide committees identify outcomes. 
Among these are "appreciating and understanding others," "personal, family and 
community living," and "global citizenship." To advocates of outcomes and 
standards, these outcomes represent an effort to foster racial and cultural harmony 
and "world-class" business skills. To opponents, "others" means approval of 
lifestyles they consider abhorrent. Globalism is translated to promotion of 
vegetarianism and support for animal rights in rural areas, and world government in 
metropolitan areas. (Manatt, May 23, 1993) 
There is also concern and criticism voiced from the education community. "OBE does 
take a tremendous amount of effort and structure to launch, K-12" (Manatt, 1995a, p. 11). 
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Slavin (1989) has called the mastery learning component of OBE the "Robin Hood approach to 
learning" because it holds high achievers back while the level of low achievers is being raised. 
Other criticisms include the assumption that knowledge and curriculum content cannot be 
sequentially broken down into "micro-outcomes" that lead to more significant outcomes, the 
lack of empirical evidence that OBE will improve the curriculum or student learning, the 
inability of educators to effectively weave academia curriculum into broad outcomes, and that 
all significant outcomes caimot be specified in advance (McKeman, 1993). 
OBE has experienced attacks in Pennsylvania, Kentucky, Oklahoma, Connecticut, 
Montana, Tennessee, Michigan, New Mexico, Arkansas, Virginia, Minnesota, and Chicago, 
often led by religious conservatives (Pipho, 1994). In Iowa, over 200 educators were called 
together to develop essential student outcomes. After nine outcomes were established, critics 
attacked with bumper sticker slogans, talk show call-ins, and editorials (Manatt, 1993). 
Finally, the state abandoned its plan and noted that there was not enough support in the state for 
OBE to move forward. 
Perhaps the most extreme example of OBE opposition took place in Humboldt, Iowa. 
David Fleming, superintendent for four years, was pushing plans to adopt OBE. Mr. Fleming, 
who had served the Humboldt school system for 11 years, was the target of relentless criticism 
from the public, including fellow Baptist church members. The issue was outcome-based 
education. The stress on the 49-year-old former captain of the Iowa State University basketball 
team, caused by continued personal and professional attacks, resulted in suicide on June 26, 
1993 (Rowell, 1996). 
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Research on OBE Results 
Numerous schools and school districts have provided their experiences as examples of the 
positive impact of OBE systems on student achievement. Almost all of the empirical data are 
directly related to the mastery learning component of OBE (Block, 1993). OBE is not a 
specific program or a single strategy, rather it is a way of doing the schooling business that 
requires systemic change. Therefore, collecting empirical data on OBE will be extremely 
difHcult, much like site-based management and strategic plaiming. The research on OBE exists 
primarily in the form of testimonials. 
Positive expectations for student outcomes are believed by many OBE advocates to be 
critical to successful OBE implementation. The emphasis should be on the performance of the 
learner in relation to predetermined standards rather than comparison with national norming 
groups. If students can master and apply certain identified skills, it is not necessary for some to 
fail in order to create a "normal distribution." In fact, it is cause for celebration if all students 
can meet challenging standards (Wiggins, 1991). For many educators, however, the idea that 
almost all students are capable of mastering the critical objectives is in direct contradiction to 
historical practice. Cohen (1987) described the resistance to this idea as follows: 
The expectation that instruction causes a normal distribution of ability is apparently 
rooted in a belief in the inevitability of cognitive inequality of human beings. This 
belief is so all-pervading and insidious, that most teachers and administrators I talk 
with honestly believe that to teach what we test and test what we teach is unethical 
because it denies a law of nature! Apparently, to make everyone masters of 
calculus or appreciators of literature would be a great lie. (p. 19) 
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The mounting evidence from OBE schools provides the strongest rebuttal to this limited 
view of student potential. A math program in an OBE school in New Canaan, Connecticut 
reported that only two students in the entire school failed to reach grade level (Spady, 1986). 
In a validation study of the exemplary OBE program in Johnson City, New York Schools, 
Vickery (1985) reported that the staff excelled as a result of its willingness to base systematic 
educational practice on the belief that almost all students can achieve at high levels and that they 
were able to help students reach those high achievement levels. OBE advocates have claimed 
results like these are possible in all classrooms regardless of the demographics of the students 
being taught. 
Research conducted in Township High School District 214 in Mount Prospect, Illinois 
found that students in an OBE literature class scored higher than their counterparts in a 
traditional section of the same course even though the OBE section had more difficult 
requirements (Fitzpatrick, Genrich, Hanson, Hundt, & Kaltsas, 1989). 
In a report of research on rural schools in Utah and their experience in implementing 
OBE, Nelson (1985) reported that student progress in targeted areas such as math and language 
arts was more than twice what it had been prior to implementation of this model. Teachers 
noted their own enthusiasm for the improvements they had seen in increased student progress, 
enthusiastic reception from students, and strong parent support. 
A study conducted in the West Marshall School District in State Center, Iowa reported 
positive results (Roettger, 1990). In a pilot project in OBE instruction, math students were 
pretested, instructed, given formative testing, assigned to corrective and enrichment groups 
according to the results, and given summative testing. The average score on the pretest was 49 
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percent, the average score on the formative test was 88 percent, and the average score on the 
summative test was 97 percent. 
Levine (1985), however, cited problems that can arise in the implementation of OBE. In 
his review of implementation by six different districts, Levine found several problems. Because 
norm-referenced tests do not often have a strong alignment with the local curriculum, schools 
that rely heavily on them find it difficult to redesign their curriculum around their assessments. 
Problems also arise when too many objectives are identified for mastery. This results in an 
insurmountable record-keeping chore and does not allow teachers to focus their time on the 
most essential objectives. Other problems included a demand to cover all material in the 
textbook rather than focus on predetermined essential outcomes, a requirement to use small 
group instruction without providing small class size, and a lack of technology to assist with 
record-keeping. 
In the late 1980s, perhaps the most comprehensive OBE smdy took place, although that 
title was never used. An outcome-based approach was tested for all subjects and all grades in 
the Hot Springs County School District No. 1 (Thermopolis, Wyoming). The district wanted 
student achievement to improve and understood that if long-term meaningful improvement of 
student achievement was going to take place, as much or more attention would need to be given 
to the "what" as to the "how" of instruction (Manatt & Holzman, 1991). Therefore, 
curriculum committees were formed for all K-12 subject areas. 
A framework for developing the curriculum was adopted using philosophy statements, 
learning strands, program goals, instructional objectives, instructional activities, and criterion-
referenced measures. Of particular importance was the concept of curriculum alignment. One 
critical question that was repeatedly asked of the committees was, "Given an infinite amount of 
24 
information that could be taught, but only a finite amount of time to teach. . .and given the 
premise that students will generally forget the vast majority of what is presented to them, what 
is the essential information they must retain" (Manatt & Holzman, 1991). 
In the Thermopolis study, outcome-based testing was highly successful in raising student 
achievement scores as measured by the composite results of the SRA achievement tests. 
Climate factors were surveyed and also showed positive results. Clearly, the effort to develop a 
relevant curriculum and strong curriculum alignment resulted in improved student performance. 
The strategy of having teachers keep a strong focus on clearly defined curriculum 
objectives and being held accountable for them contributes more to learner success than any 
other single strategy including training in effective teaching practices (Daniels, 1989). In a 
study conducted by Iowa State University researchers, factors which contributed to the increase 
in student achievement scores were measured. The results led to the conclusion that 51 percent 
of the variance was due to initial student knowledge, while 8 percent was due to how the 
teacher taught, 38 percent was due to the teacher maintaining a strong focus on the significant 
curriculum outcomes, and 3 percent was unexplained. These results indicate that teacher focus 
on the outcomes is more important than training in effective teaching characteristics. 
OBE Promises and Potential 
A recurring theme of several national studies and reports issued during the past 20 years 
is the lack of a basic purpose and goals for the nation's schools, and the lack of quality in the 
teaching learning process. Adler (1982), Sizer (1984), Goodlad (1984), and Boyer (1983) state 
that in order for school improvement to occur, clearly defined goals are needed. If schools are 
to effectively serve our nation, the fundamental issue is not educational reform, but the 
outcomes (goals) needed to guide the reform efforts. If reform is not linked to important 
outcomes (goals), then we may reform ourselves right back into another rising tide of 
mediocrity, but at a much higher cost (Willis, 1987). Currently, there is no consistent 
expectation by educators or the public as to the purpose of public education. Consequently, our 
schools are expected to do everything for everyone. 
An increasingly popular, yet controversial, way to improve accountability for student 
academic achievement on the part of both teachers and students is OBE (Manatt, 1995a). 
Professor Richard Shepardson (1995) from the University of Iowa believes that OBE continues 
to be a viable force on school improvement and will impact many aspects of the schooling 
process. 
Tim Westerburg (1995), principal at Littleton High School in Colorado, states that OBE, 
in capital letters via Spady, may fade from the educational scene. However, an outcome-based 
concept is alive and well and will be commonplace in the typical school of the future. At 
Littleton, educators have changed the word "outcome"' to "standards based" and have 
eliminated seven graduation "standards" that dealt with the affective side of education. The 
state of Colorado will require all high schools to develop graduation standards by 1997-98. 
Outcome-based education and mastery learning have a clear distinction between them. 
OBE is principally a curriculum and assessment reform model that addresses the first, second, 
and fourth of Tyler's (1949) fiindamental questions: "What educational purposes should the 
school seek to attain?" "What educational experiences can be provided that are likely to 
accomplish those purposes?" and "How can we determine whether those purposes are being 
attained?" Mastery learning is an instructional process that focuses on Tyler's third question: 
"How can these educational experiences be effectively organized?" OBE and mastery learning 
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have great potential if used in combination. The finest list of outcomes and assessment 
strategies in the world will have little impact on student learning if effective instruction does not 
take place. At the same time, having students learn well what is of little value is merely a 
waste of time. The combination of outcome-based education and mastery learning is a very 
powerful tandem that addresses all four fundamental educational questions set forth by Tyler 
(Guskey, 1992). 
The Change Process 
In reviewing the results of school improvement efforts, Cuban (1988) questions how so 
many school reform efforts over the last 50 years could have produced so little change. After 
years of failed education reform, educators are begiiming to recognize the importance of 
understanding the change process (Fullan & Miles, 1992). However, few people actually have 
developed an adequate level of understanding. There currently exists a great demand to deepen 
our understanding of change, increase our knowledge, and describe what we know (Fullan & 
Miles, 1992; Louis & Miles, 1990; Joyce & Murphy, 1990). 
Levin (1985) reasons that educational change is initiated for one of three reasons. 
Pressure for change may come from natural disasters, external forces such as technology and 
immigration, or internal contradictions such as new social patterns or when a societal group 
perceives a discrepancy between educational values and outcomes affecting them. There will 
always be pressures for educational change in complex pluralistic societies. 
Everett Rogers (1971), an early pioneer in the study of change, identified the following 
critical elements of the change process: 
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• Source—change agent(s) 
• Message—innovation and attributes 
• Channel—communication channels 
• Receiver—members of the system 
• Effects—Consequences over time affecting knowledge, attitude, and behavior. 
Van de Ven and Rogers (1988) emphasized that communication is the key ingredient for 
the diffusion of innovations. The new media allow a new form of communication. Information 
and ideas may be exchanged with many people through interactive communication systems like 
videotext, electronic messaging systems, teleconferencing, and computer bulletin boards. 
Cuban (1988) categorizes school improvement innovations into first-order and second-
order changes. First-order changes are those that improve the effectiveness of current practices 
without making fiindamental changes in the institution. Second-order changes are systemic 
change approaches that affect basic organizational features. Second-order reforms largely fail. 
Most reforms floundered on the rocks of flawed implementation. Many were 
diverted by the quiet but persistent resistance of teachers and administrators who, 
unconvinced by the unvarnished cheer of reformers, saw minimal gain and much 
loss in embracing second-order changes boosted by those who were unfamiliar with 
the classroom as a workplace. Thus first-order changes succeeded while second-
order changes were either adapted to fit what existed or sloughed off, allowing the 
system to remain essentially untouched. The ingredients change, the Chinese saying 
goes, but the soup remains the same. (Cuban, 1988, p. 343) 
Most researchers agree on three broad phases to the change process (Huberman & Miles, 
1984)—initiation, implementation, and continuation. Initiation is the process leading up to and 
including the decision to adopt a change. Implementation is the first two or three years of use, 
and continuation refers to whether the change becomes an ongoing part of the system or gets 
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discarded by decision or attrition. Fullan (1991) adds a fourth phase, outcome, which refers to 
the degree of school improvement observed as a result of the change. Changes will most likely 
be observed in curriculum materials, teaching practices, or beliefs about the learning process. 
"In a word, implementation is a variable, and if the change is a potentially good one, success 
(such as improved student learning or increased skills on the part of teachers) will depend on 
the degree and quality of change in actual practice" (Fullan, 1991, p. 66). 
Factors that Influence Implementation and Continuation 
There are at least five issues involved in getting from knowledge to action (Louis & 
Miles, 1990)—clarity, relevance, action images, will, and skill. However, narrow blueprints or 
rules do not work. Leadership and management of change is a matter of dealing with 
uncertainty, complexity, turbulence, and human beings with different agendas. As Fullan and 
Miles (1992) point out, the issue is developing "a feel for the process" and "learning to get 
better at change." 
Fullan (1990) summarizes the research on implementing change with three categories of 
factors; 
Characteristics of change: 
need 
clarity 
complexity 
quality/ practicality 
Local characteristics; 
district 
community 
principal 
teacher 
External factors: 
government and other agencies. (Fullan, 1990, p. 68) 
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While implementation is critical for change to take place, continuation must happen for 
real change to take place. Continuation depends on whether or not the change gets embedded 
into the structure (Huberman & Miles, 1984). That means funding continues, expectations 
continue, and new people receive training. The reasons for lack of continuation include loss of 
interest, lack of funding, elimination of staff development, failure to see positive results, 
unsolvable problems, and intentional decisions to discontinue the innovation. 
Districts who have adopted an OBE system use strategies that parallel the research on 
implementing change (Board of Directors, Network for Outcome-Based Schools, 1992). 
Administrators must support the implementation of innovations if they are to be successful. 
Leaders must have a vision and be able to communicate it to those involved. A culture must be 
established that includes collegiality among teachers and between teachers and administrators. 
Leaders must encourage experimentation without fear of reprimand. Staff development 
programs should have a clear focus on the skill and knowledge necessary and be extended over 
time. Those who are expected to implement an innovation should be involved in planning for 
its implementation. The staff must believe that positive change is occurring and see visible 
results. 
Effects of OBE Implementation 
Understanding and agreeing with the concepts of outcome-based education is much easier 
than the actual implementation of instructional and assessment practices (Block, 1993). Rope 
(1994) found that teachers' views and actions related to student assessment strategies do not 
change after implementing OBE. In a comparative smdy. Smith (1988) found that schools 
which were members of an outcome-based network were not as likely [sic.] to have 
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implemented OBE practices as schools that were not members. In addition, he found that the 
most often implemented practices were establishing outcomes and using mastery learning, while 
the least often implemented practices were allowing students to progress through the curriculum 
as soon as the required prerequisites were mastered and retesting after additional learning took 
place. 
Sheinker (1991) reported that while teachers who implemented OBE made little change in 
their assessment practices, they had changed by raising their expectations ft)r student 
achievement. Testimonial after testimonial from teachers across the country state that OBE 
focuses on student learning rather than material taught (Block, 1987). This shift of focus 
results in higher student achievement, more independent learners, and a more confident and 
motivated student (Champlin, 1991). 
Summary of Research 
This researcher has reviewed quantitative research and the nature of qualitative research 
in order to provide a background for the methodology chapter. The research has revealed some 
significant data and interesting insights (Table 1). First, outcome-based education is a national 
educational improvement effort being pursued by many school districts. Second, mastery 
learning, a component of OBE, is an effective strategy for the improvement of student 
achievement. Third, OBE research lacks significant empirical data to report its effect on 
student achievement, relying mainly on testimonials. Finally, there is no blueprint for 
implementing change. 
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Table 1. Related research 
Related 
research 
Researcher Date Main points/findings question" 
Baxter & Earl 
Bloom 
1993 
1976, 
1986 
At least one quarter of all school boards in General 
Canada are pursuing OBE. 
With appropriate instruction and additional 1,2 
time to learn, virtually all students can 
learn the basic curriculum. 
Daniels 1989 Teachers keeping a strong focus on outcomes 
and being held accountable, contributes more 
to learning success than any other single 
strategy. 
1,4 
Fitzpatrick, Genrich, 1989 
Hanson, Hundt, & 
Kaltsas 
Students in an OBE literature class scored 
higher than their peers in a traditional class. 
1,2,4 
Fullan 
Guskey 
1990 Implementation is a variable with success 
depending on the degree and quality of 
change in acwal practice. 
1990 Mastery learning has been shown again and 
again to be effective at increasing the 
quality and quantity of student achievement. 
1,2,4 
Huberman & Miles 1984 There are three broad phases in the change 
process: initiation, implementation, and 
continuation. 
Manatt & Holzman 1991 Outcome-based testing was highly successful 
in raising student achievement scores. 
1,4 
'Related research questions: 1) What specific OBE practices are being used to implement 
the standards of OBE? 2) What standards of OBE have been implemented in schools that have 
made a sustained effort to implement OBE? 3) What factors and approaches enhance the 
implementation of OBE? 4) What are the teacher's perceptions of the effects of successful 
implementation of OBE? 
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Table 1. Continued 
Related 
research 
Researcher Date Main points/findings question 
Miles 
Nelson 
Pink 
Rogers 
Rope 
Sheinker 
Smith 
Vamon & King 
Vickery 
1986 Identified 14 key success factors related to 3 
change. 
1985 Student progress in math and language arts 1,2,4 
was more than twice what it had been prior 
to implementation of OBE. 
1989 Observed 12 barriers to innovation. 3 
1971 Communication is the key ingredient for 3 
the diffusion of innovations. 
1994 Teacher attitudes about assessment-related 4 
decisions does not change after implementing 
OBE. 
1991 Wyoming schools were successful in 1,2,4 
adopting OBE belief systems, but less 
successful in actually implementing OBE 
instructional and assessment practices. 
1988 School networks do not improve OBE 4 
implementation. 
1993 Forty USA states are making an effort to General 
implement outcome-based strategies. 
1985 Teaching staff excel as a result of a 4 
willingness to base systematic educational 
practice on the belief that almost all 
students can achieve at high levels. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS 
This section begins by providing background information about the Iowa Success 
Network (ISN), because the study includes only schools within the ISN that have made a 
sustained effort to implement outcome-based education. How these OBE implementation 
schools were identified will be explained later in this section. The ISN background is followed 
by an explanation of the study procedures. 
Iowa Success Network 
In 1988, 11 Iowa school districts decided that a consortium committed to school 
transformation and outcome-based education (OBE) could support substantive local district 
change initiatives (Rowe, 1993). As a result, the Iowa Success Network (ISN) was formally 
organized with the assistance of Dr. William Spady, who had received a Danforth grant to work 
with similar consortiums in eight states. 
Over 30 school districts have been members of the ISN. A1 Rowe, the current ISN 
director, has begun to enlist area education agencies who then involve many of the school 
districts within their region (Rowe, 1995). The Network is currently comprised of 20 local 
education agencies who work in cooperation with five area education agencies, four Iowa 
universities, one Iowa college, two archdiocese, and the Iowa Department of Education 
(Appendix B). Its mission is to make Iowa "state of the art" in education through the 
fundamental redesign of schools around the principles and practices of outcome-based 
education. The Network supports inservice activities and design teams whose purpose is to 
define, deliver, and assess student performance outcomes. It is guided by the following seven 
goals: 
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1. To openly share effective practices related to successful student achievement. 
2. To collectively develop our human resources and focus upon high level student 
performance and achievement. 
3. To meaningfully extract applicable outcome-based education ideas for individual local 
district use. 
4. To systematically enhance smdent assessment practices. 
5. To promote shared risk taking among Network members in substantive arenas of 
organizational change. 
6. To expand public support for a transformed delivery system of schooling. 
7. To publicly and politically promote the success of Network members. (Rowe, 1993, 
p. 44) 
Since its inception, the Iowa Success Network has emerged as a viable entity because of 
its members' desire to promote cutting edge thinking on major reform ideas and to "think 
outside the lines" (Rowe, 1993). Practitioners and consultants have provided members with 
knowledge and technical assistance for school reform strategies and related topics such as 
cooperative learning, alternative assessment, brain theory, leaning styles, multiple intelligences, 
mastery learning, and OBE. 
Description of the Study 
The purposes of this study were to determine the extent to which OBE practices and 
standards that represent the essential elements of OBE have been implemented in selected 
schools, determine the factors that enhance implementation, and to determine teacher 
perceptions of the effects of implementing OBE. The 20 school districts in the Iowa Success 
Network were used. Since this study focused on individual schools rather than districts, each 
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school within the ISN districts was examined to identify those that had made a sustained effort 
to implement OBE. The schools identified as having made a sustained effort to implement OBE 
were then mailed a survey instrument that provided information from which it was determined 
the extent to which those selected schools have implemented OBE, factors that enhanced 
implementation, and the perceived effects of successful implementation of OBE. These 
procedures will be explained in more detail later in this section. 
The major steps in conducting this study were: 1) determining the critical OBE standards 
and practices to assess, 2) developing the assessment instrument, 3) determining the 
participating schools, 4) securing school participation in the study, 5) collecting the data, 
6) analyzing the data, and 7) reporting the results. 
Current Practices Survey 
Developing the survey instrument began with a review of literature on OBE, which led to 
identiflcation of OBE standards. These standards represent the essential elements that OBE 
schools must strive for and focus their efforts on in order to implement OBE. The Network for 
Outcome-Based Schools has done extensive work in identifying these standards. The Network's 
Board of Directors includes many of the individuals who have been responsible for the 
development of OBE, including: William Spady, Director of the High Success Network on 
OBE; James Block, Professor of Education at the University of California, Santa Barbara; 
Thomas Guskey, Professor of Education at the University of Kentucky; and Albert Mamary, 
past superintendent at Johnson City, New York. The Network has continually refined and 
published standards of OBE (Network for Outcome-Based Schools, 1992) (Appendix A). This 
set of nine standards provided the framework for the survey instrument. 
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The next step was to search for instruments that had already been used to measure OBE 
implementation. Two surveys were found which were based on the Network for Outcome-
Based Schools and validated by members of the Network's Board of Directors (Baxter & Earl, 
1993; Sheinker, 1991). Although they had different purposes and research questions, these two 
validated instruments provided examples of questions that identified specific OBE standards and 
related practices. 
Final questions were then developed to assess implementation of OBE practices which 
directly reflect the nine OBE standards. Identifying these practices helped to determine the 
degree of implementation of OBE standards. Each standard was divided into several questions 
due to the complexity of the concept statement and the need to address each facet separately 
(Appendix G). Special care was taken to refine and reword questions so that the meaning was 
clear and reflected the intent of the original standards. 
Construction of the survey questions required special care because using a mail survey 
allows no face-to-face contact to clarify information or to define terms. Backstrom and Hursh-
Cesar (1991) provide a very complete checklist of guidelines to be observed when developing 
survey questions. The following guidelines were observed in constructing the Current Practices 
Survey used in the study: 
1. The questions must contain wording that is clear, specific, and understandable. You 
won't have a chance to explain it. 
2. Wording should follow conventional rules for grammar. 
3. Questions must be concise and straightforward. There is no chance to encourage 
people to try answering difficult questions. 
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4. Warm-up questions are not worthwhile. Respondents either do or do not accept the 
task outlined in the cover letter. 
5. Free response questions are not worthwhile except for a highly specialized sample. 
There is no opportunity to probe for complete understanding of the response. 
6. Questions that measure knowledge, reactions, or combine to make up an attitude scale 
have limited success. 
7. The sequence of questions should be logical. 
8. The response categories must be understandable, simple, and include all desired 
answers. 
9. The questionnaire introduction is less important than the cover letter. Keep the 
introduction to a minimum, while making sure the cover letter grabs attention, 
stimulates interest, and explains the mission. In addition, the cover letter should 
explain the importance of getting all surveys returned, how the respondent was 
chosen, and procedures that will be followed to maintain confidentiality. 
10. Brevity is very important. The questionnaire must not appear to be overwhelming 
when it is opened or it will likely never get returned. 
The most common response mode is a five-point scale invented by Rensis Likert. 
Designing the survey scale required two major decisions. First, how many response options or 
points on the continuum should there be? Second, should the options force a choice between a 
positive or negative response, or should an option such as "Don't know" or "No opinion" be 
included? Babbie (1973) makes a strong case for using a five-point scale with a neutral 
response. As more options are added to the response continuum, the results become more 
ambiguous. He argues that the respondent may become confused by too many options, and the 
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researcher will be unable to judge the strength of each response. This is of special concern 
when investigating the degree of implementation as opposed to an opinion or value judgment. 
For this survey, a seven-point scale will be used. The options are: 1) strongly agree; 
2) agree, 3) somewhat agree, 4) somewhat disagree, 5) disagree, 6) strongly disagree, and 
7) does not apply. A "don't know" option is not used because respondents were not asked what 
others are doing. They responded to what they are doing or know. In summary, development 
and validation of the instrument followed a prescribed procedure. Survey questions were 
guided by the Criteria for Outcome-Based Education, identified by the Network for Outcome-
Based Schools as the nine standards of outcome-based education (1992) (Appendix A). Next, 
survey questions were patterned from two QBE survey instruments (Baxter & Earl, 1993; 
Sheinker, 1991) that had been validated by members of the Board of Directors of the Network 
for Outcome-Based Schools. After many drafts, discussions with Professor Jim Sweeney, the 
original advisor for this study, discussions with committee member Professor Charles 
Railsback, who serves as the Iowa State University liaison with the Iowa Success Network, and 
additional revisions, a prototype of the instrument was developed. 
This prototype was further refined through feedback from A1 Rowe, Director of the Iowa 
Success Network, who is recognized nationwide for his involvement with OBE. A pilot survey 
was then administered when five school administrators and 10 teachers were given the 
instrument for additional review. The survey was then revised on the basis of feedback 
provided from the sources mentioned (Appendix E). Items viewed as unnecessary or not 
relevant were eliminated, and those that were unclear were rewritten. 
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In addition to the survey instrument, a response form was also selected. A general 
purpose. National Computer Systems (NCS) scan form was used, with respondents directed to 
use a number two lead pencil to fill in the bubble sheet. 
Determining the Participating Schools 
It was critical to this smdy to involve only schools that had made a sustained effort to 
implement OBE. The first step in selecting schools was to consider only those schools in the 20 
districts which were members of the Iowa Success Network (Appendix B). Each superintendent 
of the 20 districts received a communication that explained the study, listed the criteria used to 
select schools for the study, asked for permission to proceed with the study, and guaranteed 
confidentiality (Appendix F). The next step was to contact the ISN representative of each 
district, where permission was granted by the superintendent, by telephone, to determine 
schools in their district that had made a sustained effort to implement OBE. The pool of 20 
districts from the ISN provided a total of 201 individual schools as potential participants for this 
study. 
In identifying schools that had made a sustained effort, the following criteria were 
established. Schools must have: 1) been a member of the ISN for a minimum of two years, 
2) designated a person responsible for OBE implementation, 3) utilized significant resources 
specifically to pursue OBE implementation—approximately $50 per teacher, 4) provided 
opportunity for at least 12 hours of traning related to OBE for the building principal, 
5) provided at least six hours of staff development related to OBE for the entire building 
faculty, and 6) developed goals or guidelines for implementation of OBE. 
The next step in determining participating schools was to contact the building principal of 
each school identified by the ISN representative as having made a sustained effort to implement 
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OBE, and ask if he/she was willing to participate. A total of 37 buildings, representing 14 
districts, were identified by the ISN representatives as being potential candidates for this study. 
A structured interview was conducted by telephone with each of the 37 principals. The 
researcher marked the responses on the form in Appendix C. Sample questions include those 
below. This interview offered additional probing questions. 
1. How long have you been a member of ISN? 
2. Has a person been assigned responsibility for OBE implementation? If so, please 
name him/her. 
3. Does the building have designated funds for implementing OBE? If so, how much? 
4. Since becoming a member of ISN, has the building principal received training related 
to OBE? How many hours? Please describe. 
5. Since becoming a member of ISN, has staff development related to OBE been 
provided for the entire faculty? How many hours? Please describe. 
6. Have you developed goals or guidelines for OBE implementation? Please explain. 
Based on information from the principals and their willingness to participate, 26 schools 
remained in the pool. The principals of these 26 schools were then sent a written survey to 
confirm information related to the selection criteria (Appendix C). The final step in selecting 
schools was to establish a panel to review the written data collected from the building 
principals. A panel made up of this researcher and two practicing school administrators who 
were very knowledgeable about OBE determined which schools qualified to be included in the 
study. The two practicing administrators (Dr. Lyle Koski, principal at North Branch, 
Minnesota, and Dr. Veronica Stalker, superintendent at Waukee, Iowa), who were 
knowledgeable about OBE, independently reviewed the data collected from each principal and 
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made a determination as to whether or not the school had made a sustained effort to implement 
OBE based on the established criteria. A consensus was required by the entire panel on a 
school before it was included in the study. Schools in the district where this researcher was 
employed were excluded from the study. The panel eliminated two schools, leaving a final 
pool of 24 schools qualifying to participate in the study. After the surveys were mailed, three 
schools chose not to complete the project, leaving 21 schools which completed the survey. The 
21 schools included five high schools, seven middle schools, and nine elementary schools 
(Appendix D). 
Securing Participation in the Study 
In each district that had a school which qualified for the study, the superintendent was 
contacted by telephone to secure permission for those schools to be included in the study 
pending approval by the building principal. Each building principal was then contacted by 
telephone for permission to include his/her building in the survey. During these telephone 
contacts, the superintendent and principal were asked for final approval to participate in the 
study. The survey instrument was made available for preview upon request. Schools were 
assured confidentiality throughout the study procedures and in all reporting of results. 
Measures 
This study encompasses 11 measures on OBE. The 11 measures and corresponding 
questions on OBE are 1-3) mission, 4-6) exit outcomes, 7-13) curriculum development, 
14-17) instructional delivery, 18-24) assessment, 25-28) student advancement, 29-31) culture, 
32-33) vision, 34-36) improvement, 37-47) results, and 48-61) implementation factors 
(Appendix E). 
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A complete definition of each measurement category used in this study is available in 
Chapter I and in Appendix A. 
Procedures for Collecting the Instrument Data 
The collection of data began with questionnaires being sent to the building principal of 
each school included in the study. Included with each set of questionnaires were instructions 
for distributing, collecting, and returning the questionnaires. The building principal then 
distributed the questionnaires to each teacher in the building. Collection of the instruments 
worked in reverse order, with the building principal returning them to the researcher. 
Perhaps the most important single factor in determining the percentage of responses that 
each school obtained was the cover letter used with the instrument (Borg & Gall, 1989; 
Backstrom & Hursh-Cesar, 1991). The letter was brief but included certain critical information 
(Appendix F). Respondents had to be convinced of the need to complete and return the 
instrument. The cover letter also explained the purpose of the survey, how it would be used, 
and assurance of confidentiality. 
Additional methods were employed to increase the return rate. In the cover letter from 
the researcher, mention was made of the support and cooperation of the district ISN 
representative and the building principal. The local promotion effort, along with the fact that 
building principals were distributing and collecting the instruments, encouraged participation. 
Additional efforts to increase the return rate included the use of a postage paid return envelope, 
setting a specific date for the surveys to be returned, follow-up phone calls to answer any 
questions, and contacts to those who had not returned the instrument. 
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Analyzing the Instrument Data 
Returned answer sheets (general purpose NCS) were scanned at the Iowa State University 
Computational Center. Data were analyzed using the computational system. Descriptive 
statistics were calculated first, followed by specific statistical tests. 
A mean response was computed for each individual question related to OBE standards 
(questions 1-36), and for each set of questions that represent the nine OBE standards (items 
A-I). The mean response was computed for the entire sample and for each school. In 
addition, a mean response was computed for each of the nine standards disaggregated for 
current teaching role, total teaching experience, and current grade level assignment. A one-way 
analysis of variance test was calculated to determine significant differences of the disaggregated 
data. 
The OBE standards and weightings below provide a guideline for scoring the extent of 
OBE implementation. The mean for each standard lettered A-I is an average of the means of 
the practices reflecting that standard. A weighted mean score was then calculated by adding the 
weighted mean of each of the nine standards. The weighted mean score was computed by 
multiplying the mean score times three for the standards: exit outcomes, curriculum 
development, instructional delivery, and assessment; then adding these weighted means together 
with the means of the remaining standards. This scoring procedure determined high and low 
OBE implementation schools. For example, if a school had mean scores of 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 3, 
3, and 3, in the order the standards are presented, it would have a weighted mean score of 30. 
The second through fourth score would be multiplied times three. (For a complete definition of 
each standard, see Appendix A.) 
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Importance 
Weighting Standard 
A. Mission 
B. Exit Outcomes 
C. Curriculum Development 
D. Instructional Delivery 
E. Assessment 
F. Student Advancement 
G. Culture 
H. Vision 
I. Improvement 
1 
3 
3 
3 
3 
1 
I 
1 
I 
The Tukey statistical procedure was conducted to determine if a significant difference 
existed between high and low scoring schools. The Tukey HSD (honestly significant 
X - X 
difference) test uses the Q distribution. Q = ' ^ 
Mean responses for each question dealing with factors that enhance implementation of 
OBE (questions 48-61) and the effects of implementation of OBE (questions 37-47) were 
computed for each school and the entire sample. 
Demographic information was reported in the following categories: current teaching role, 
total teaching experience, and current grade level assignment. Guidelines were developed and 
reported to determine the success of OBE implementation practices, standards, effects of 
implementation, and implementation factors. 
A weighted mean score was computed for each school as described in the previous 
section. The weighted mean score for each school was reported which determined high and low 
implementation schools. A mean response was reported for each individual question related to 
OBE standards (questions 1-36), and for each set of questions that represent the nine OBE 
standards (items A-I). The mean response was reported for the entire sample as a whole and 
Reporting Results 
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for the top three and bottom three ranked schools. In addition, a mean response was reported 
for each of the nine standards disaggregated for current teaching role, total teaching experience, 
and current grade level assignment. A one-way analysis of variance test was calculated to 
determine significant differences of the disaggregated data. 
Mean responses for each question dealing with factors that enhance implementation of 
OBE (questions 48-61) and the effects of implementation of OBE (questions 37-47) were 
reported for the entire sample as a whole and for the top three and bottom three ranked schools. 
Each building principal and the district Iowa Success Network (ISN) representative will 
receive the results of the study. This researcher will report the extent to which schools have 
made a sustained effort to implement specific practices of OBE and the nine OBE standards. 
Factors that enhanced implementation of OBE will also be reported. Finally, teacher 
perceptions of the effects of successfully implementing OBE will be reported. 
Results of the study will also be made available to all members of the Iowa Success 
Network, the Network for Outcome-Based Schools, and the Iowa Department of Education. 
These organizations and agencies have particular interest in the implementation of outcome-
based education. The results will help them as they advise and assist local districts. 
Human Subjects Release 
The Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research 
reviewed this project and concluded that the rights and welfare of the human subjects were 
adequately protected, that risks were outweighed by the potential benefits and expected value of 
the knowledge sought, that confidentiality of data was assured, and that informed consent was 
obtained by appropriate procedures. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
Introduction 
Chapter IV is organized around the major research questions. They will be presented in 
numerical order with the appropriate survey items placed under those headings. 
This study's major focus was to determine the extent to which selected schools that had 
made a sustained effort to implement outcome-based education (OBE) were successful. Other 
issues of importance were to determine factors that enhance implementation of OBE, and 
teacher perceptions of the effects of implementation of OBE. The four research questions 
addressed in this study were: 
1. What specific OBE practices are being used to implement the standards of OBE? 
2. What standards of OBE have been implemented in schools that have made a sustained 
effort to implement OBE? 
3. What factors and approaches enhance the implementation of OBE? 
4. What are the teachers' perceptions of the effects of successful implementation of 
OBE? 
In addition, demographic information was gathered on teachers' current teaching role, total 
teaching experience, and current teaching assignment. Survey results on OBE implementation 
were disaggregated by the demographic information. The results are reported in Appendix H. 
Data were collected by using a 64-item questionnaire which was developed through a 
review of the literature, and administered to all staff members in 21 schools that had been 
identified as having made a sustained effort to implement OBE. The instrument employed a 
47 
seven-point, Likert-type scale to rate the observations and perceptions of teachers on issues 
related to implementing OBE. The seven-point scale used was: 1) Strongly agree, 2) Agree, 
3) Somewhat agree, 4) Somewhat disagree, 5) Disagree, 6) Strongly disagree, and 7) Does not 
apply. 
The survey employed three additional questions, using a different rating scale, in an 
attempt to determine if some OBE practices were already in place before OBE implementation 
began. In other words, were certain practices defined as "OBE practices" already in existence 
and therefore not related to the implementation of OBE? Many teachers failed to respond to 
these three questions. Therefore, there was not enough data to provide any meaningful 
analysis. All findings and conclusions are based on the first 61 questions. 
Descriptive Analysis of all Returns 
In April and May of 1994, questionnaires for this study were sent to 579 teachers in 21 
schools representing 11 Iowa districts. Five high schools, seven middle schools, and nine 
elementary schools were involved in the study. Completed questionnaires were returned by 303 
teachers for a return rate of 52 percent. Demographic information was collected in the 
following categories; current teaching role, total teaching experience, and current grade level 
assignment. This information is displayed in Table 2. 
The majority of respondents were regular classroom teachers. The category of "other 
teacher" is made up largely of vocational teachers plus some gifted and talented staff and some 
remedial teachers. Approximately 66 percent of the respondents had 11 years of teaching 
experience or more. About one-third of the respondents were middle school/junior high 
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Table 2. Demographics of respondents 
Responses 
Respondents 
(percentage) 
Current role 
Classroom teacher 
Special education teacher 
Art, music, or physical education teacher 
Other teacher 
No response 
Total 
Total experience 
0-2 years 
3-10 years 
11-20 years 
21 years or more 
No response 
Total 
186 
32 
18 
31 
M 
303 (100%) 
(61%) 
(11%) 
(6%) 
(10%) 
(•12%) 
23 
43 
116 
84 
31 
303 (100%) 
(8%) 
(14%) 
(38%) 
(28%) 
(12%)  
Current assignment 
K-2 
3-5/6 
Middle school/junior high 
High school 
No response 
Total 
61 (20%) 
55 (18%) 
98 (32%) 
44 (15%) 
A1 n5%> 
303 (100%) 
teachers, with the remaining participants spread evenly between lower elementary, upper 
elementary, and high school. 
Table 3 presents the scoring guidelines used to determine whether or not a school was 
successful in implementing a particular outcome-based practice or standard. The same scoring 
guidelines were also used to determine the success of implementation factors and the effects of 
implementation of OBE. "Successful" and "not successftil" each have a range of 1.75, while 
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Table 3. Scoring guidelines to determine success 
1. Strongly agree 
2. Agree 
3. Somewhat agree 
4. Somewhat disagree 
5. Disagree 
6. Strongly disagree 
7. Does not apply 
SA 
1 
A 
2 
SQA 
3 
SQD 
4 
J2 
5 
SD 
6 
2.75 4.25 
1-2.75 — Successful 
2.76-4.24 — Undetermined 
4.25-6.00 — Not successful 
"undetermined" has a range of 1.5. The lowest score indicates the highest degree of 
implementation. 
Questionnaire Analysis 
Research Question 1: What specific OBE practices are being used to implement the standards 
of OBE? 
Table 4 introduces the number of responses, mean, standard deviation, and determination 
of success for implementing nine OBE standards and 36 OBE practices which represent them. 
The mean for each of the 36 practices represent the average response of all teachers from all 
schools. Each standard was described by several OBE practices (Appendix G). Determining 
the degree of implementation of these practices determined the degree of implementation of the 
OBE standards. The mean for each standard lettered A-I is an average of the means of the 
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Table 4. Survey response on OBE practices and standards 
Standard/question Responses Mearf S.D. S/U/N'' 
A collectively endorsed mission statement 302 1.724 .945 S 
1. My school has a written mission statement. 299 1.351 .938 S 
2. My school has a written mission statement 
that reflects a commitment to enable all 
students to be successful. 298 1.510 .965 S 
3. The staff in my school is committed to the 
written mission statement. 299 2.211 1.068 S 
Clearly defined, publicly derived exit outcomes 295 3.704 1.317 u 
4. My school has developed clearly defined 
exit outcomes. 294 3.071 1.563 u 
5. My school has developed clearly defined 
exit outcomes with input from the public. 286 3.748 1.578 u 
6. My school utilizes exit outcomes that students 
must demonstrate, or requires that an inter­
vention plan will be developed before they 
can advance. 279 4.323 1.478 N 
A tightly articulated curriculum fiamework of 
program, course, and unit outcomes 299 2.987 1.202 u 
7. My school has developed program outcomes. 293 2.980 1.515 u 
8. My school has developed program outcomes 
for each discipline area. 290 3.369 1.547 u 
9. My school has developed program outcomes 
that support the exit outcomes. 284 3.504 1.510 u 
10. I have developed grade level/course outcomes. 284 2.570 1.409 S 
11. I have developed grade level/course outcomes 
that support the program outcomes. 272 2.636 1.418 s 
12. I have developed outcomes that support my 
course/grade level outcomes for each unit or 
segment of instruction that I teach. 281 2.868 1.452 u 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
''S=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
Table 4. Continued 
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Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
13. The curriculum I utilize has been revised by 
matching it to my course/grade level outcomes 
to enable students to master my course/grade 
level outcomes. 275 2.745 1.420 S 
A system of instructional decision making and 
delivery 302 2.498 .791 S 
14. I provide students multiple opportunities to 
master important objectives. 295 1.702 .824 S 
15. I provide corrective instruction for students who 
do not initially master important objectives. 292 1.760 .823 S 
16. In my school, teachers base grade level 
promotion on the student's ability to demonstrate 
the appropriate outcomes. 287 3.805 1.563 U 
17. In my school, teachers strive to assure that all 
students successfully demonstrate all unit. 
course/grade level, and program outcomes. 299 2.706 1.253 S 
A criterion-based, consistently applied system of 
assessments, performance standards, student 
credentialing, and reporting 301 2.745 .917 S 
18. I have developed performance (authentic) 
assessment activities. 293 2.253 1.251 S 
19. I utilize performance assessment activities to 
measure student achievement. 293 2.195 1.161 S 
20. I utilize performance assessment activities 
that place students in real life situations. 293 2.430 1.146 s 
21. I assess students based on the outcomes which 
the students are required to demonstrate. 290 2.279 1.107 s 
22. My school has revised our student report card 
system so that it is based on our outcomes. 276 4.493 1.522 N 
23. I use criterion standards to grade students 
instead of a ranking system. 265 2.404 1.311 s 
24. My students can improve their grade by 
continuing to work beyond the normal 
grading period. 250 2.972 1.597 u 
Table 4. Continued 
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Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
A system of instructional organization and delivery 296 3.171 1.069 U 
25. My students pursue new units of instruction 
when they master objectives, or I offer 
enrichment activities to them. 275 2.593 1.338 S 
26. My students are allowed to test out of a 
course for full credit, or advance a grade 
level, if they can demonstrate the appropriate 
outcomes. 172 4.657 1.519 N 
27. I communicate the results of student's ability 
to demonstrate course/grade level outcomes. 
to parents. 284 2.285 1.233 S 
28. My school communicates the results of 
student's ability to demonstrate outcomes. 
to the general public. 271 3.827 1.431 U 
A system which recognizes the power of organi­
zational culture on student and staff development 
and establishes a climate that enables all students 
and staff to perform at high quality levels 302 2.491 1.117 s 
29. My school strives to eliminate rules and 
procedures that interfere with student success. 286 2.881 1.306 u 
30. My school strives to establish a climate that 
promotes high performance of all students. 302 2.222 1.179 s 
31. My school strives to establish a climate that 
promotes high performance of all staff. 298 2.430 1.446 s 
An ongoing system of program improvement 300 2.802 1.203 u 
32. My school has a vision of how our school 
should look and operate. 298 2.342 1.243 s 
33. My school's OBE steering committee over­
sees the implementation of OBE. 233 3.541 1.589 u 
A data base of course and unit outcomes for all 
students and other key indicators of school 
effectiveness that is used and updated regularly 
to improve the conditions and practices that affect 
student and staff success 286 3.459 1.294 u 
34. My school reviews course/grade level and 
unit outcomes to assure relevancy. 275 3.404 1.440 u 
Table 4. Continued 
53 
Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
35. My school systematically reviews curriculum 
to assure that it supports our outcomes. 280 3.239 1.492 U 
36. My school uses a monitoring system that 
documents student's demonstration of outcomes. 264 3.826 1.515 U 
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practices reflecting that standard. The lowest score indicates the highest degree of 
implementation. Reviewing responses to the specific outcome-based practices shows that 
schools were most likely to have a written mission statement (Question 1 = 1.35). They were 
least likely to allow students to test out of a course for full credit even though they could 
demonstrate the appropriate outcomes (Question 26 =4.66). 
Analysis of data from Questions 1-3 reveals that schools in this study were successful at 
developing written mission statements that reflect a commitment to the success of all students, 
and had the support of staff. It is obvious from the ratings, however, that writing a mission 
statement is easier than gaining support for it by all staff members. 
Examination of responses to Questions 4-12 shows that schools were more likely to have 
course and grade level outcomes in place than unit, program, or exit outcomes. The response 
to Questions 14, 15, 17, 21, and 25 indicates that most teachers used a mastery learning 
approach, although the results of Questions 6, 16, and 26 reveal that promotion was not based 
strictly on the ability to demonstrate predetermined outcomes. The response to Questions 14 
and 24 portrays that teachers offered their students multiple opportunities within a limited 
amount of time to demonstrate mastery. 
Analysis of data from Questions 18, 19, 20, and 23 suggests substantial use of authentic 
performance assessment and criterion standards. The response to Question 13 exhibits that 
curriculums were revised to match with course and grade level outcomes. The response to 
Question 21 indicates that assessments have been aligned with outcomes. If these perceptions 
were correct, teachers in this study were doing a good job of teaching what they test and testing 
what they teach. However, the result from Question 22 reveals that report cards were not 
revised to match with course outcomes. While the results of student demonstrations of course 
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and grade level outcomes were reported to parents (Question 27), they were not as often 
reported to the general public (Question 28), as required by Iowa Code 280.18. 
Analysis of data from Questions 30-36 portrays only modest use of district OBE steering 
committees, and a lack of regular reviews of outcomes, curriculum, and student achievement. 
There was, however, strong evidence that schools sought to establish a climate that promotes 
high performance for students and staff. 
Research Question 2: What standards of OBE have been implemented in schools that have 
made a sustained effort to implement OBE? 
Table 5 is a sununary of the nine OBE standards found within Table 4. Each standard 
was described by several OBE practices (Appendix G). Determining the degree of 
implementation of these practices determined the degree of implementation of the OBE 
standards. The mean for each standard lettered A-I is an average of the means of the practices 
reflecting that standard (Table 4). The lowest score indicates the highest degree of 
implementation. An analysis of these data indicates that, based on the average mean score for 
each standard, schools who had made a sustained effort to implement OBE were successful 
implementing four of the nine standards defined by the Network for Outcome-Based Schools 
(1992). A complete description of each standard can be found in Appendix A. 
Schools were most successful (average mean score of 1.72) at developing mission 
statements that reflect success for all students, and for which there is strong staff support. They 
were also successful at developing an OBE culture that promotes high achievement for students 
and staff. This standard was evidenced (each standard was divided into several OBE practices) 
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Table 5. Survey response on OBE standards 
Average 
Standard Responses mean' S.D. S/U/N'' 
A. A collectively endorsed mission statement 302 1.724 .945 S 
B. Clearly defined, publicly derived exit outcomes 295 3.704 1.317 U 
C. A tightly articulated curriculum framework of 
program, course, and unit outcomes 299 2.987 1.202 U 
D. A system of instructional decision making and 
delivery 302 2.498 .791 S 
E. A criterion-based, consistently applied system of 
assessments, performance standards, student 
credentialing, and reporting 301 2.745 .917 S 
F. A system of instructional organization and delivery 296 3.171 1.069 U 
G. A system which recognizes the power of organi­
zational culture on student and staff development 
and establishes a climate that enables all students 
and staff to perform at high quality levels 302 2.491 1.117 S 
H. An ongoing system of program improvement 300 2.802 1.203 U 
I. A data base of course and unit outcomes for all 
students and other key indicators of school 
effectiveness that is used and updated regularly 
to improve the conditions and practices that affect 
student and staff success 286 3.459 1.294 U 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
''S=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successftil. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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by efforts to eliminate rules and procedures that interfere with student success, and efforts to 
establish a climate that promotes high performance of students and staff. 
The third standard rated successful (average mean score of 2.50) was an OBE system of 
instructional decision making and delivery. Teachers reported that they use corrective 
instruction for students who do not initially master important objectives, and allow multiple 
opportunities for mastery. There was a smaller margin of success for assuring that all students 
mastered all unit and course outcomes. In contrast, the practice of grade level promotion based 
on successful demonstration of outcomes was not rated successful. 
The fourth standard rated successful was OBE assessment strategies. Teachers indicated a 
high degree of use of performance assessment strategies. However, schools were clearly 
unsuccessful at revising report cards based on the curriculum outcomes. 
While no standard was rated unsuccessful, five failed to be rated successftil. Narrowly 
missing a score of successful were the standards "ongoing improvement" and "tightly 
articulated curriculum framework of outcomes." While teachers were successful at developing 
a vision of school improvement, an OBE steering committee was not being utilized. 
Two standards that were not rated successful were an "OBE system of instructional 
organization" and "effective data base." Teachers allowed students to advance or be enriched 
when they achieved mastery, and they communicated well to parents. However, schools failed 
to regularly review outcomes, curriculum, and student achievement. In addition, they failed to 
report student achievement to the public and clearly failed to allow students to test out of a 
course for credit. Schools were least successful at developing exit outcomes that students must 
demonstrate before graduating. 
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Determination of High Implementation Schools 
High implementation schools were determined by comparing total weighted mean scores 
between the individual schools. This score was computed by multiplying the mean score times 
three for the standards of exit outcomes, curriculum development, instructional delivery, and 
assessment, then adding these weighted means together with the means of the remaining 
standards. For example, if a school had mean scores on the standards of mission= 1, 
outcomes=l, curriculum=l, decision making=2, assessment=2, organization=2, culture=3, 
improvement=3, and data base=3, it would have a weighted mean score of 30. 
Mathematically, it would be calculated as [(1 x l)+(l x3)+(l x3)+(2x3)+(2x3)+(2x 1)+ 
(3xl)+(3xl)+(3xl)] .  
Table 6 presents the number of responses, weighted mean score, standard deviation, and 
rank based on the weighted mean score for each school—the lowest score is best. School 3 had 
the best implementation score with a weighted mean score of 36.00. School 14 had the poorest 
score with 61.09. Applying the scoring guidelines in Table 3 to the weighted mean score 
calculation formula, a score of 46.75 or lower defines "successful" OBE implementation. A 
score of 72.25 or higher defines "not successful." Six schools were determined to have 
successfully implemented OBE. 
The Tukey statistical procedure was conducted to determine if a significant difference 
existed between high and low scoring schools. The Tukey HSD (honestly significant 
X,-X. 
difference) test uses the Q distribution. Q = ^ It was discovered that based on a 
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Table 6. School rank based on weighted mean scores 
Responses Weighted 
Building per building mean score" S.D. Rank'' S/U/N' 
1 19 47.075 10.076 8 U 
2 21 46.995 12.488 7 U 
3 8 36.004 11.894 1" s 
4 21 51.281 12.908 13 u 
5 23 50.614 10.668 12 u 
6 13 40.957 7.844 3" s 
7 12 48.752 8.126 11 u 
8 7 52.250 10.658 14 u 
9 15 57.163 14.964 19" u 
10 14 46.674 9.775 6 s 
11 22 46.590 10.869 5 s 
12 10 44.947 9.134 4 s 
13 19 54.104 12.343 15 u 
14 5 61.085 13.178 21" u 
15 9 54.329 16.460 16 u 
16 16 61.013 12.303 20" u 
17 8 54.580 13.174 17 u 
18 16 48.311 9.127 10 u 
19 7 47.288 9.594 9 u 
20 8 36.893 9.913 2" s 
21 4 56.277 9.391 18 u 
"Calculated by adding together the mean score for each standard after multiplying three 
times the mean score of the standards of outcome, curriculum, decision, and assessment. The 
lowest score is best. 
•"Number 1 is best, number 21 is worst. 
"5=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
"•Buildings 3, 6, and 20 scored significantly better than buildings 9, 14, and 16 (p<.05). 
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weighted mean average of the nine OBE characteristics, schools 3, 20, and 6 scored 
significantly better than schools 9, 16, and 14 (p<.05). Only these six schools will be used for 
comparison of high and low OBE implementation schools. 
The next step was to compare and analyze responses between the three highest and three 
lowest scoring schools. Tables 7 through 12 present the number of responses, mean, standard 
deviation, and determination of success for implementing the nine OBE standards and 36 OBE 
practices which represent them for the six individual schools. Determination of success was 
based on the scoring guidelines presented in Table 2. Tables 7, 8, and 9 exhibit responses for 
the three top ranked schools. Tables 10, 11, and 12 display responses for the three lowest 
ranked schools. This information will be summarized and analyzed later in Table 13. 
Table 13 presents a comparison of the three highest and three lowest ranked OBE 
implementation schools. The total number of responses and the average mean of the three top 
ranked schools, as reported in Tables 7-12, are presented for each standard. The same 
treatment is given to the three lowest ranked schools. In addition, the average mean difference 
is also presented. 
The three schools that were most successful at implementing OBE successfully 
implemented seven standards of OBE (see guidelines in Table 3). They were; mission, 
decision making, culture, assessment, curriculum, improvement, and organization. They 
narrowly missed successful implementation of the standards on data base and outcomes. 
It is interesting to note that the most successfiil schools had the best score on the standard 
dealing with mission statements, and so did the least successfiil schools. "Mission" had the 
smallest average mean score difference and was the only standard rated successfiil by the three 
poorest scoring schools. The biggest difference of average mean score between the three 
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Table 7. Survey response from building ranked first 
Standard/question Responses Mean" S.D. S/U/N'' 
A. A collectively endorsed mission statement 9 1.150 .240 S 
1. My school has a written mission statement. 9 1.111 .333 S 
2. My school has a written mission statement 
that reflects a commitment to enable all 
students to be successful. 9 1.111 .333 S 
3. The staff in my school is committed to the 
written mission statement. 9 1.222 .441 S 
B. Clearly defined, publicly derived exit outcomes 8 2.500 1.560 S 
4. My school has developed clearly defined 
exit outcomes. 8 2.375 1.685 S 
5. My school has developed clearly defined 
exit outcomes with input from the public. 8 2.875 1.458 U 
6. My school utilizes exit outcomes that students 
must demonstrate, or requires that an inter­
vention plan will be developed before they 
can advance. 8 2.250 1.669 s 
C. A tightly articulated curriculum framework of 
program, course, and unit outcomes 9 2.310 .780 s 
7. My school has developed program outcomes. 8 1.625 .744 S 
8. My school has developed program outcomes 
for each discipline area. 8 3.250 1.581 U 
9. My school has developed program outcomes 
that support the exit outcomes. 8 2.500 1.604 S 
10. I have developed grade level/course outcomes. 8 2.000 .756 S 
11. I have developed grade level/course outcomes 
that support the program outcomes. 8 1.875 .641 S 
12. I have developed outcomes that support my 
course/grade level outcomes for each unit or 
segment of instruction that I teach. 8 2.500 .756 S 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
''5=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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Table 7. Continued 
Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
13. The curriculum I utilize has been revised by 
matching it to my course/grade level outcomes 
to enable students to master my course/grade 
level outcomes. 9 2.222 .972 S 
D. A system of instructional decision making and 
delivery 9 1.670 .560 s 
14. I provide students multiple opportunities to 
master important objectives. 9 1.667 .707 s 
15. I provide corrective instruction for students who 
do not initially master important objectives. 9 1.111 .333 s 
16. In my school, teachers base grade level 
promotion on the student's ability to demonstrate 
the appropriate outcomes. 9 2.667 1.581 s 
17. In my school, teachers strive to assure that all 
students successfiilly demonstrate all unit. 
course/grade level, and program outcomes. 9 1.222 .441 s 
E. A criterion-based, consistently applied system of 
assessments, performance standards, student 
credentialing, and reporting 9 2.290 .790 s 
18. I have developed performance (authentic) 
assessment activities. 9 1.889 1.054 s 
19. I utilize performance assessment activities to 
measure student achievement. 9 1.889 1.054 s 
20. I utilize performance assessment activities 
that place students in real life situations. 9 2.333 1.000 s 
21. I assess students based on the outcomes which 
the students are required to demonstrate. 9 1.778 .667 s 
22. My school has revised our student report card 
system so that it is based on our outcomes. 8 4.000 1.604 u 
23. I use criterion standards to grade students 
instead of a ranking system. 8 2.000 .926 s 
24. My students can improve their grade by 
continuing to work beyond the normal 
grading period. 7 2.429 1.272 s 
Table 7. Continued 
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Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
A system of instructional organization and delivery 9 2.620 .910 S 
25. My students pursue new units of instruction 
when they master objectives, or I offer 
enrichment activities to them. 9 1.778 .833 U 
26. My students are allowed to test out of a 
course for full credit, or advance a grade 
level, if they can demonstrate the appropriate 
outcomes. 7 4.000 2.236 u 
27. I communicate the results of student's ability 
to demonstrate course/grade level outcomes. 
to parents. 9 1.778 .972 s 
28. My school communicates the results of 
student's ability to demonstrate outcomes. 
to the general public. 8 3.375 1.506 u 
A system which recognizes the power of organi­
zational culmre on student and staff development 
and establishes a climate that enables all students 
and staff to perform at high quality levels 9 1.410 .570 s 
29. My school strives to eliminate rules and 
procedures that interfere with student success. 9 1.556 .882 s 
30. My school strives to establish a climate that 
promotes high performance of all students. 9 1.556 1.014 s 
31. My school strives to establish a climate that 
promotes high performance of all staff. 9 1.111 .333 s 
An ongoing system of program improvement 9 2.110 .930 s 
32. My school has a vision of how our school 
should look and operate. 9 1.333 .707 s 
33. My school's OBE steering committee over­
sees the implementation of OBE. 6 3.667 1.366 u 
A data base of course and unit outcomes for all 
students and other key indicators of school 
effectiveness that is used and updated regularly 
to improve the conditions and practices that affect 
student and staff success 8 2.330 1.100 s 
34. My school reviews course/grade level and 
unit outcomes to assure relevancy. 7 2.429 1.272 s 
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Table 7. Continued 
Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
35. My school systematically reviews curriculum 
to assure that it supports our outcomes. 8 2.375 1.188 
36. My school uses a monitoring system that 
documents student's demonstration of outcomes. 8 2.250 1.035 
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Table 8. Survey response from building ranked second 
Standard/question Responses Mean' S.D. S/U/N^ 
A collectively endorsed mission statement 8 1.290 .330 S 
1. My school has a written mission statement. 8 1.125 .354 S 
2. My school has a written mission statement 
that reflects a commitment to enable all 
students to be successful. 8 1.125 .354 S 
3. The staff in my school is committed to the 
written mission statement. 8 1.625 .518 S 
Clearly defined, publicly derived exit outcomes 8 3.500 1.220 u 
4. My school has developed clearly defined 
exit outcomes. 8 2.750 .886 s 
5. My school has developed clearly defined 
exit outcomes with input from the public. 7 5.143 1.215 N 
6. My school utilizes exit outcomes that students 
must demonstrate, or requires that an inter­
vention plan will be developed before they 
can advance. 8 3.125 1.553 u 
A tightly articulated curriculum framework of 
program, course, and unit outcomes 8 1.730 .540 s 
7. My school has developed program outcomes. 8 1.500 .756 s 
8. My school has developed program outcomes 
for each discipline area. 8 2.000 1.414 s 
9. My school has developed program outcomes 
that support the exit outcomes. 8 2.500 1.195 s 
10. I have developed grade level/course outcomes. 8 1.375 .518 s 
11. I have developed grade level/course outcomes 
that support the program outcomes. 8 1.375 .518 s 
12. I have developed outcomes that support my 
course/grade level outcomes for each unit or 
segment of instruction that I teach. 8 1.750 .886 s 
'Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5 = Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
•*5=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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Table 8. Continued 
Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
13. The curriculum I utilize has been revised by 
matching it to my course/grade level outcomes 
to enable students to master my course/grade 
level outcomes. 8 1.625 .744 S 
A system of instructional decision making and 
delivery 8 1.720 .820 S 
14. I provide students multiple opportunities to 
master important objectives. 8 1.500 .756 s 
15. I provide corrective instruction for students who 
do not initially master important objectives. 8 1.375 .744 s 
16. In my school, teachers base grade level 
promotion on the student's ability to demonstrate 
the appropriate outcomes. 8 2.500 2.268 s 
17. In my school, teachers strive to assure that all 
students successfully demonstrate all unit. 
course/grade level, and program outcomes. 8 1.500 .756 s 
A criterion-based, consistently applied system of 
assessments, performance standards, student 
credentialing, and reporting 8 1.940 .590 s 
18. I have developed performance (authentic) 
assessment activities. 8 2.875 1.126 u 
19. I utilize performance assessment activities to 
measure student achievement. 8 1.875 .835 s 
20. I utilize performance assessment activities 
that place students in real life situations. 7 2.714 1.380 s 
21. I assess students based on the outcomes which 
the students are required to demonstrate. 8 1.625 .518 s 
22. My school has revised our student report card 
system so that it is based on our outcomes. 8 1.875 1.356 s 
23. I use criterion standards to grade students 
instead of a ranking system. 8 1.375 .518 s 
24. My students can improve their grade by 
continuing to work beyond the normal 
grading period. 8 1.375 .744 s 
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Table 8. Continued 
Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
A system of instructional organization and delivery 8 2.720 .710 S 
25. My students pursue new units of instruction 
when they master objectives, or I offer 
enrichment activities to them. 8 2.125 .641 S 
26. My students are allowed to test out of a 
course for full credit, or advance a grade 
level, if they can demonstrate the appropriate 
outcomes. 7 4.571 1.272 N 
27. I communicate the results of student's ability 
to demonstrate course/grade level outcomes. 
to parents. 8 1.875 .641 S 
28. My school communicates the results of 
student's ability to demonstrate outcomes. 
to the general public. 7 2.857 .900 u 
A system which recognizes the power of organi­
zational culture on student and staff development 
and establishes a climate that enables all students 
and staff to perform at high quality levels 8 1.620 .680 s 
29. My school strives to eliminate rules and 
procedures that interfere with student success. 7 2.143 .690 s 
30. My school strives to establish a climate that 
promotes high performance of all students. 8 1.500 .756 s 
31. My school strives to establish a climate that 
promotes high performance of all staff. 8 1.375 .744 s 
An ongoing system of program improvement 8 2.000 .960 s 
32. My school has a vision of how our school 
should look and operate. 8 1.500 .756 s 
33. My school's OBE steering committee over­
sees the implementation of OBE. 3 4.333 1.528 N 
A data base of course and unit outcomes for all 
students and other key indicators of school 
effectiveness that is used and updated regularly 
to improve the conditions and practices that affect 
student and staff success 8 2.580 1.150 s 
34. My school reviews course/grade level and 
unit outcomes to assure relevancy. 8 2.250 1.035 s 
Table 8. Continued 
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Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
35. My school systematically reviews curriculum 
to assure that it supports our outcomes. 8 2.250 .886 S 
36. My school uses a monitoring system that 
documents student's demonstration of outcomes. 7 3.571 1.813 U 
69 
Table 9. Survey response from building ranked third 
Standard/question Responses Mean" S.D. S/U/N*' 
A collectively endorsed mission statement 15 1.330 .400 S 
1. My school has a written mission statement. 15 1.000 .000 S 
2. My school has a written mission statement 
that reflects a commitment to enable all 
students to be successful. 15 1.000 .000 S 
3. The staff in my school is committed to the 
written mission statement. 15 2.000 1.195 S 
Clearly defined, publicly derived exit outcomes 15 2.620 .970 S 
4. My school has developed clearly defined 
exit outcomes. 15 1.533 .915 S 
5. My school has developed clearly defined 
exit outcomes with input from the public. 15 2.667 1.234 S 
6. My school utilizes exit outcomes that students 
must demonstrate, or requires that an inter­
vention plan will be developed before they 
can advance. 15 3.667 1.447 u 
A tightly articulated curriculum framework of 
program, course, and unit outcomes 15 2.630 .760 S 
7. My school has developed program outcomes. 15 2.867 1.125 u 
8. My school has developed program outcomes 
for each discipline area. 15 3.400 .828 u 
9. My school has developed program outcomes 
that support the exit outcomes. 15 3.200 1.146 u 
10. I have developed grade level/course outcomes. 14 2.429 1.284 s 
11. I have developed grade level/course outcomes 
that support the program outcomes. 14 2.571 1.453 s 
12. I have developed outcomes that support my 
course/grade level outcomes for each unit or 
segment of instruction that I teach. 14 1.857 .949 s 
®Scale; 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
''S=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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Table 9. Continued 
Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
13. The curriculum I utilize has been revised by 
matching it to my course/grade level outcomes 
to enable students to master my course/grade 
level outcomes. 14 2.000 .877 S 
A system of instructional decision making and 
delivery 15 1.990 .430 S 
14. I provide students multiple opportunities to 
master important objectives. 14 1.143 .535 S 
15. I provide corrective instruction for students who 
do not initially master important objectives. 14 1.143 .363 S 
16. In my school, teachers base grade level 
promotion on the smdent's ability to demonstrate 
the appropriate outcomes. 15 3.467 1.356 u 
17. In my school, teachers strive to assure that all 
students successfully demonstrate all unit. 
course/grade level, and program outcomes. 15 2.067 .799 s 
A criterion-based, consistently applied system of 
assessments, performance standards, student 
credentialing, and reporting 15 1.990 .570 s 
18. I have developed performance (authentic) 
assessment activities. 15 1.533 .640 s 
19. I utilize performance assessment activities to 
measure student achievement. 14 1.571 .646 s 
20. I utilize performance assessment activities 
that place students in real life situations. 15 1.667 .488 s 
21. I assess students based on the outcomes which 
the students are required to demonstrate. 15 1.733 .799 s 
22. My school has revised our student report card 
system so that it is based on our outcomes. 15 3.667 1.676 u 
23. I use criterion standards to grade students 
instead of a ranking system. 14 1.714 1.383 s 
24. My students can improve their grade by 
continuing to work beyond the normal 
grading period. 12 2.083 1.240 s 
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Table 9. Continued 
Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
A system of instructional organization and delivery 15 2.200 .790 S 
25. My students pursue new units of instruction 
when they master objectives, or I offer 
enrichment activities to them. 14 1.571 .646 S 
26. My students are allowed to test out of a 
course for full credit, or advance a grade 
level, if they can demonstrate the appropriate 
outcomes. 6 4.000 1.897 u 
27. I communicate the results of student's ability 
to demonstrate course/grade level outcomes. 
to parents. 15 1.600 .910 s 
28. My school communicates the results of 
student's ability to demonstrate outcomes. 
to the general public. 13 2.923 1.441 u 
A system which recognizes the power of organi­
zational culture on student and staff development 
and establishes a climate that enables all students 
and staff to perform at high quality levels 15 2.400 .940 s 
29. My school strives to eliminate rules and 
procedures that interfere with student success. 14 2.714 1.204 s 
30. My school strives to establish a climate that 
promotes high performance of all students. 15 2.200 .862 s 
31. My school strives to establish a climate that 
promotes high performance of all staff. 15 2.333 1.291 s 
An ongoing system of program improvement 15 2.730 1.280 s 
32. My school has a vision of how our school 
should look and operate. 14 2.071 .997 s 
33. My school's OBE steering committee over­
sees the implementation of OBE. 10 3.400 1.578 u 
A data base of course and unit outcomes for all 
students and other key indicators of school 
effectiveness that is used and updated regularly 
to improve the conditions and practices that affect 
student and staff success 13 3.560 1.130 u 
34. My school reviews course/grade level and 
unit outcomes to assure relevancy. 12 3.167 1.337 u 
Table 9. Continued 
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Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
35. My school systematically reviews curriculum 
to assure that it supports our outcomes. 13 3.538 1.266 U 
36. My school uses a monitoring system that 
documents student's demonstration of outcomes. 13 3.769 1.235 U 
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Table 10. Survey response from building ranked nineteenth 
Standard/question Responses Mean" S.D. S/U/N*' 
A collectively endorsed mission statement 17 2.760 1.440 U 
1. My school has a written mission statement. 16 2.063 1.289 s 
2. My school has a written mission statement 
that reflects a commitment to enable all 
students to be successful. 15 2.267 1.280 s 
3. The staff in my school is committed to the 
written mission statement. 16 3.250 1.342 u 
Clearly defined, publicly derived exit outcomes 17 4.040 1.490 u 
4. My school has developed clearly defined 
exit outcomes. 17 3.647 1.618 u 
5. My school has developed clearly defined 
exit outcomes with input from the public. 16 4.000 1.751 u 
6. My school utilizes exit outcomes that students 
must demonstrate, or requires that an inter­
vention plan will be developed before they 
can advance. 16 4.438 1.365 N 
A tightly articulated curriculum framework of 
program, course, and unit outcomes 17 3.550 1.310 u 
7. My school has developed program outcomes. 17 3.588 1.734 u 
8. My school has developed program outcomes 
for each discipline area. 17 3.941 1.391 u 
9. My school has developed program outcomes 
that support the exit outcomes. 15 3.600 1.502 u 
10. I have developed grade level/course outcomes. 17 3.353 1.766 u 
11. I have developed grade level/course outcomes 
that support the program outcomes. 15 3.333 1.759 u 
12. I have developed outcomes that support my 
course/grade level outcomes for each unit or 
segment of instruction that I teach. 17 3.471 1.700 u 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
''8=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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Table 10. Continued 
Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
13. The curriculum I utilize has been revised by 
matching it to my course/grade level outcomes 
to enable students to master my course/grade 
level outcomes. 16 3.375 1.708 U 
A system of instructional decision making and 
delivery 17 2.820 .800 U 
14. I provide students multiple opportunities to 
master important objectives. 17 1.588 .712 S 
15. I provide corrective instruction for students who 
do not initially master important objectives. 17 1.765 .752 S 
16. In my school, teachers base grade level 
promotion on the student's ability to demonstrate 
the appropriate outcomes. 17 4.294 1.611 N 
17. In my school, teachers strive to assure that all 
students successfully demonstrate all unit. 
course/grade level, and program outcomes. 17 3.647 1.455 U 
A criterion-based, consistently applied system of 
assessments, performance standards, student 
credentialing, and reporting 17 2.850 .980 U 
18. I have developed performance (authentic) 
assessment activities. 17 1.882 1.166 s 
19. I utilize performance assessment activities to 
measure student achievement. 17 2.471 1.463 s 
20. 1 utilize performance assessment activities 
that place students in real life situations. 17 2.294 1.160 s 
21. I assess students based on the outcomes which 
the students are required to demonstrate. 16 2.625 1.360 s 
22. My school has revised our student report card 
system so that it is based on our outcomes. 15 5.267 1.223 N 
23. I use criterion standards to grade students 
instead of a ranking system. 16 3.125 1.746 u 
24. My students can improve their grade by 
continuing to work beyond the normal 
grading period. 16 2.438 1.459 s 
Table 10. Continued 
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Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
A system of instructional organization and delivery 15 3.100 .880 U 
25. My students pursue new units of instruction 
when they master objectives, or I offer 
enrichment activities to them. 15 2.200 1.265 s 
26. My students are allowed to test out of a 
course for full credit, or advance a grade 
level, if they can demonstrate the appropriate 
outcomes. 13 4.077 1.656 u 
27. I communicate the results of student's ability 
to demonstrate course/grade level outcomes. 
to parents. 15 2.533 1.187 s 
28. My school communicates the results of 
student's ability to demonstrate outcomes. 
to the general public. 14 3.857 1.460 u 
A system which recognizes the power of organi­
zational culture on student and staff development 
and establishes a climate that enables all students 
and staff to perform at high quality levels 17 3.250 1.600 u 
29. My school strives to eliminate rules and 
procedures that interfere with student success. 17 3.353 1.579 u 
30. My school strives to establish a climate that 
promotes high performance of all students. 17 3.059 1.560 u 
31. My school strives to establish a climate that 
promotes high performance of all staff. 17 3.353 1.902 u 
An ongoing system of program improvement 17 2.740 .950 s 
32. My school has a vision of how our school 
should look and operate. 17 2.824 1.286 u 
33. My school's OBE steering committee over­
sees the implementation of OBE. 16 2.625 1.746 s 
A data base of course and unit outcomes for all 
students and other key indicators of school 
effectiveness that is used and updated regularly 
to improve the conditions and practices that affect 
student and staff success 17 3.970 1.530 u 
34. My school reviews course/grade level and 
unit outcomes to assure relevancy. 16 3.938 1.526 u 
Table 10. Continued 
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Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
35. My school systematically reviews curriculum 
to assure that it supports our outcomes. 16 3.688 1.740 U 
36. My school uses a monitoring system that 
documents student's demonstration of outcomes. 14 4.643 1.336 N 
77 
Table 11. Survey response from building ranked twentieth 
Standard/question Responses Mean^ S.D. S/U/N*' 
A collectively endorsed mission statement 17 1.880 .960 S 
1. My school has a written mission statement. 17 1.235 .970 S 
2. My school has a written mission statement 
that reflects a commitment to enable all 
students to be successfiil. 16 1.563 .629 S 
3. The staff in my school is committed to the 
written mission statement. 17 2.647 1.272 S 
Clearly defined, publicly derived exit outcomes 17 4.020 1.180 U 
4. My school has developed clearly defined 
exit outcomes. 16 3.000 1.633 u 
5. My school has developed clearly defined 
exit outcomes with input from the public. 17 4.176 1.334 u 
6. My school utilizes exit outcomes that smdents 
must demonstrate, or requires that an inter­
vention plan will be developed before they 
can advance. 14 5.143 1.099 N 
A tightly articulated curriculum framework of 
program, course, and unit outcomes 17 4.450 1.300 N 
7. My school has developed program outcomes. 16 4.375 1.408 N 
8. My school has developed program outcomes 
for each discipline area. 16 4.938 1.063 N 
9. My school has developed program outcomes 
that support the exit outcomes. 16 4.688 1.448 N 
10. I have developed grade level/course outcomes. 17 4.000 1.768 U 
11. I have developed grade level/course outcomes 
that support the program outcomes. 15 4.333 1.799 N 
12. I have developed outcomes that support my 
course/grade level outcomes for each unit or 
segment of instruction that I teach. 16 4.125 1.962 U 
'Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
''S=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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Table 11. Continued 
Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
13. The curriculum I utilize has been revised by 
matching it to my course/grade level outcomes 
to enable students to master my course/grade 
level outcomes. 16 4.563 1.459 N 
A system of instructional decision making and 
delivery 17 2.700 .960 S 
14. I provide students multiple opportunities to 
master important objectives. 17 1.706 .920 S 
15. I provide corrective instruction for students who 
do not initially master important objectives. 17 1.882 .993 s 
16. In my school, teachers base grade level 
promotion on the student's ability to demonstrate 
the appropriate outcomes. 15 4.133 1.407 u 
17. In my school, teachers strive to assure that all 
students successfully demonstrate all unit. 
course/grade level, and program outcomes. 17 3.353 1.320 u 
A criterion-based, consistently applied system of 
assessments, performance standards, student 
credentialing, and reporting 17 2.900 .980 u 
18. I have developed performance (authentic) 
assessment activities. 17 2.118 1.054 s 
19. I utilize performance assessment activities to 
measure student achievement. 17 2.059 1.144 s 
20. I utilize performance assessment activities 
that place students in real life situations. 17 2.353 1.272 s 
21. I assess smdents based on the outcomes which 
the students are required to demonstrate. 17 3.588 1.417 u 
22. My school has revised our student report card 
system so that it is based on our outcomes. 14 5.000 1.359 N 
23. I use criterion standards to grade students 
instead of a ranking system. 16 2.563 1.315 s 
24. My students can improve their grade by 
continuing to work beyond the normal 
grading period. 15 3.333 1.543 u 
Table 11. Continued 
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Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
A system of instructional organization and delivery 17 3.910 1.320 U 
25. My students pursue new units of instruction 
when they master objectives, or I offer 
enrichment activities to them. 16 3.188 1.601 U 
26. My students are allowed to test out of a 
course for full credit, or advance a grade 
level, if they can demonstrate the appropriate 
outcomes. 8 5.500 .756 N 
27. I communicate the results of student's ability 
to demonstrate course/grade level outcomes. 
to parents. 16 3.438 1.672 U 
28. My school communicates the results of 
smdent's ability to demonstrate outcomes. 
to the general public. 15 4.467 1.246 N 
A system which recognizes the power of organi­
zational culture on student and staff development 
and establishes a climate that enables all students 
and staff to perform at high quality levels 17 3.200 1.090 U 
29. My school strives to eliminate rules and 
procedures that interfere with student success. 17 3.176 1.074 T T KJ 
30. My school strives to establish a climate that 
promotes high performance of all students. 17 2.647 1.115 S 
31. My school strives to establish a climate that 
promotes high performance of all staff. 17 3.765 1.602 u 
An ongoing system of program improvement 17 3.940 1.240 u 
32. My school has a vision of how our school 
should look and operate. 17 3.706 1.213 u 
33. My school's OBE steering committee over­
sees the implementation of OBE. 9 4.444 1.590 N 
A data base of course and unit outcomes for all 
students and other key indicators of school 
effectiveness that is used and updated regularly 
to improve the conditions and practices that affect 
student and staff success 16 4.830 1.190 N 
34. My school reviews course/grade level and 
unit outcomes to assure relevancy. 16 4.938 1.063 N 
Table 11. Continued 
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Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
35. My school systematically reviews curriculum 
to assure that it supports our outcomes. 15 4.733 1.534 N 
36. My school uses a monitoring system that 
documents student's demonstration of outcomes. 13 5.231 1.013 N 
81 
Table 12. Survey response from building ranked twenty-first 
Standard/question Responses Mean' S.D. S/U/N'' 
A collectively endorsed mission statement 5 1.630 .580 S 
1. My school has a written mission statement. 4 1.000 .000 S 
2. My school has a written mission statement 
that reflects a commitment to enable all 
students to be successful. 5 1.600 1.342 S 
3. The staff in my school is committed to the 
written mission statement. 5 2.200 .447 S 
Clearly defined, publicly derived exit outcomes 5 4.730 1.420 N 
4. My school has developed clearly defined 
exit outcomes. 5 4.800 1.304 N 
5. My school has developed clearly defined 
exit outcomes with input from the public. 5 4.600 1.342 N 
6. My school utilizes exit outcomes that students 
must demonstrate, or requires that an inter­
vention plan will be developed before they 
can advance. 4 4.500 1.915 N 
A tightly articulated curriculum framework of 
program, course, and unit outcomes 5 4.010 1.520 U 
7. My school has developed program outcomes. 5 4.400 1.817 N 
8. My school has developed program outcomes 
for each discipline area. 5 4.800 1.643 N 
9. My school has developed program outcomes 
that support the exit outcomes. 5 4.800 1.789 N 
10. I have developed grade level/course outcomes. 4 3.000 .816 U 
11. I have developed grade level/course outcomes 
that support the program outcomes. 4 2.750 1.258 s 
12. 1 have developed outcomes that support my 
course/grade level outcomes for each unit or 
segment of instruction that I teach. 4 3.000 .816 u 
'Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
''S=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successfiil. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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Table 12. Continued 
Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
13. The curriculum I utilize has been revised by 
matching it to my course/grade level outcomes 
to enable students to master my course/grade 
level outcomes. 5 3.600 1.673 U 
A system of instructional decision making and 
delivery 5 3.050 .780 U 
14. I provide students multiple opportunities to 
master important objectives. 5 2.000 .707 S 
15. I provide corrective instruction for students who 
do not initially master important objectives. 5 2.200 .837 s 
16. In my school, teachers base grade level 
promotion on the student's ability to demonstrate 
the appropriate outcomes. 5 4.800 1.643 N 
17. In my school, teachers strive to assure that all 
students successfully demonstrate all unit. 
course/grade level, and program outcomes. 5 3.200 1.095 u 
A criterion-based, consistently applied system of 
assessments, performance standards, student 
credentialing, and reporting 5 3.200 .700 u 
18. I have developed performance (authentic) 
assessment activities. 5 3.000 .707 u 
19. I utilize performance assessment activities to 
measure student achievement. 5 2.800 1.483 u 
20. I utilize performance assessment activities 
that place students in real life situations. 5 2.600 1.140 s 
21. I assess students based on the outcomes which 
the students are required to demonstrate. 5 3.000 1.225 u 
22. My school has revised our student report card 
system so that it is based on our outcomes. 5 5.400 .894 N 
23. I use criterion standards to grade students 
instead of a ranking system. 3 2.333 1.155 s 
24. My students can improve their grade by 
continuing to work beyond the normal 
grading period. 4 3.000 1.414 u 
Table 12. Continued 
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Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
A system of instructional organization and delivery 5 3.320 .480 U 
25. My students pursue new units of instruction 
when they master objectives, or I offer 
enrichment activities to them. 4 3.250 .500 U 
26. My students are allowed to test out of a 
course for full credit, or advance a grade 
level, if they can demonstrate the appropriate 
outcomes. 3 4.667 1.528 N 
27. I communicate the results of student's ability 
to demonstrate course/grade level outcomes. 
to parents. 5 1.800 .837 S 
28. My school communicates the results of 
student's ability to demonstrate outcomes. 
to the general public. 5 4.000 1.871 U 
A system which recognizes the power of organi­
zational culmre on student and staff development 
and establishes a climate that enables all students 
and staff to perform at high quality levels 5 3.470 1.320 u 
29. My school strives to eliminate rules and 
procedures that interfere with student success. 5 3.800 1.304 T T yj 
30. My school strives to establish a climate that 
promotes high performance of all smdents. 5 3.000 1.225 u 
31. My school strives to establish a climate that 
promotes high performance of all staff. 4 3.750 1.708 u 
An ongoing system of program improvement 5 3.500 .710 u 
32. My school has a vision of how our school 
should look and operate. 4 2.750 .957 s 
33. My school's OBE steering committee over­
sees the implementation of OBE. 4 4.250 1.258 N 
A data base of course and unit outcomes for all 
students and other key indicators of school 
effectiveness that is used and updated regularly 
to improve the conditions and practices that affect 
student and staff success 5 4.200 1.540 U 
34. My school reviews course/grade level and 
unit outcomes to assure relevancy. 5 4.000 1.581 u 
Table 12. Continued 
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Standard/question Responses Mean S.D. S/U/N 
35. My school systematically reviews curriculum 
to assure that it supports our outcomes. 5 4.000 1.871 U 
36. My school uses a monitoring system that 
documents student's demonstration of outcomes. 5 4.600 1.342 N 
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Table 13. Summary and comparison of three highest and three lowest ranked buildings on 
OBE standards 
Three highest ranked Three lowest ranked Average 
Survey Average Average mean 
standards Responses mean' Responses mean" difference 
A. Mission 32 1.257" 39 2.090" .833 
B. Outcome 31 2.873 39 4.263= 1.390 
C. Curriculum 32 2.223" 39 4.003 1.780 
D. Decision making 32 1.793" 39 2.857 1.064 
E. Assessment 32 2.073" 39 2.983 .910 
F. Organization 32 2.513" 37 3.443 .930 
G. Culture 32 1.810" 39 3.307 1.497 
H. Improvement 32 2.280" 39 3.393 1.113 
I. Data base 29 2.823 38 4.333= 1.510 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5 = Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
''Successfully implemented. 
'Not successful. 
schools most successful at implementing OBE and the three schools least successful was with 
the standard "curriculum." 
Analysis of Implementation Factors 
Research Question 3: What factors and approaches enhance the implementation of OBE? 
In an effort to better understand why some schools were more successful than others at 
implementing OBE practices and standards, teachers were asked to indicate the extent to which 
several change factors enhanced the implementation of OBE in their school. Table 14 displays 
the number of responses, mean standard deviation, and determination of success for 14 factors 
86 
Table 14. Factors which enhance the implementation of OBE 
Implementation factor Responses Mean' S.D. S/U/N'' 
Key staff members 281 2.470 1.219 S 
Staff development 283 2.410 1.177 S 
Skillful leaders 281 2.587 1.276 S 
Effective building principal 288 2.441 1.286 S 
Support and pressure from administration 281 2.573 1.272 S 
A safe climate for experimentation 287 2.101 1.215 S 
Time to develop ideas and practice 
implementation 287 3.443 1.692 U 
Financial support 271 3.539 1.584 u 
Key speakers or consultants 273 3.044 1.305 u 
Effective workshops or meetings 276 2.862 1.231 u 
Monitoring and learning from schools that 
have already done it 265 3.430 1.347 u 
Support and encouragement from the 
local school board 271 3.140 1.364 u 
Community support 270 3.663 1.353 u 
Support and presence from the State 
Department of Education 251 3.873 1.453 u 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
''S=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
related to change. The means represent the average response of all teachers from all schools. 
The determination of success was based on the scoring guidelines in Table 3. The lowest score 
is best. 
A safe climate for experimentation was the best rated factor (average mean score=2.l0), 
while support and pressure from the State Department of Education was the poorest rated 
(average mean score=3.87). Factors rated successful were, in order of their rating: a safe 
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climate for experimentation, staff development, effective building principal, key staff members, 
support and pressure from administration, and skillful leaders. Effective workshops or 
meetings narrowly missed being rated significant. 
It is interesting to note that both time and money were not rated as success enhancing 
factors. Also of some surprise, consultants, workshops, and observing others were not rated as 
successful. There were no factors rated "not successfiil." 
Table 15 outlines a comparison of the three highest and three lowest ranked OBE 
implementation schools. The total number of responses and the average mean of the three top 
ranked schools are presented for each change factor. The same treatment is given to the three 
lowest ranked schools. In addition, the average mean difference is also presented. The 
response for each of these schools is listed in Appendix H, Tables H.1-H.6. 
The three schools that were most successful at implementing OBE gave the best average 
rating to the factor "safe climate for experimentation." The same factor had the second largest 
average mean difference between the three highest and three lowest rated schools. This 
becomes a strong indication that a safe climate for experimentation is critical for successful 
implementation. Another factor that appeared to make a substantial difference was "skillful 
leaders." It was the second highest rated factor by the successful schools and had the fourth 
highest average mean difference. 
A common concern among educators is time and financial support. These two factors 
narrowly missed getting a successful rating by the three most successful schools. These same 
two factors had the first and third highest average mean difference. These data imply that these 
two factors are significant for successful implementation. 
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Table 15. Summary and comparison of implementation factors between three highest and three 
lowest ranked buildings 
Three highest ranked Three lowest ranked Average 
Average Average mean 
Implementation factor Responses mean" Responses mean" difference 
Key staff members 32 2.047 38 2.753 .706 
Staff development 32 2.027 38 2.839 .812 
Skillful leaders 32 1.797 37 2.942 1.145 
Effective building principal 32 1.952 38 2.744 .792 
Support and pressure firom 
administration 30 2.058 37 2.559 .501 
A safe climate for experimentation 32 1.376 38 2.913 1.537 
Time to develop ideas and 
practice implementation 32 2.756 38 4.106 1.350 
Financial support 31 2.878 34 4.634 1.756 
Key speakers or consultants 31 2.631 33 3.311 .680 
Effective workshops or meetings 31 2.436 37 3.188 .752 
Monitoring and learning from 
schools that have already 
done it 31 3.231 36 4.175 .944 
Support and encouragement from 
the local school board 31 2.808 35 3.881 1.073 
Community support 31 3.292 35 4.212 .920 
Support and pressure from the 
State Department of Education 29 4.210 35 4.049 (.161) 
'Scale; 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
Finally, it is worth noting that the six top rated factors by the most successful schools 
were also the six top rated for the least successful. Those factors were; safe climate for 
experimentation, skillful leaders, effective building principal, staff development, key staff 
members, and support and pressure from the administration. The combination of these factors 
stresses the importance of effective leadership for successful implementation. 
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Analysis of Positive Effects 
Research Question 4: What are the teacher's perceptions of the effects of successful 
implementation of OBE? 
A major concern of educators when considering any school improvement effort is whether 
or not successful implementation will make positive differences. In an effort to determine the 
"so what" of implementing OBE, teachers were asked to indicate the extent to which the 
implementation of OBE resulted in certain observable effects. Table 16 outlines the number of 
responses, mean, standard deviation, and determination of success for 11 potential results of 
implementation. The means represent the average response of all teachers from all schools. 
The determination of success was based on the scoring guidelines in Table 3. The lowest score 
is best. 
The effect with the best average mean score (2.23) was "I have higher expectations for 
ALL students," while "students score higher on standardized tests" was the worst average mean 
score (3.47). Effects rated successful were, in order of their rating: higher expectations for 
ALL students, more appropriate assessment, more relevant curriculum, more focused on 
curriculum goals, more teacher success, and students demonstrate more awareness of what is 
expected of them. 
Six of the 11 effects were rated successful. Five of those six were teacher oriented, while 
all five of the effects not rated successful were student oriented. This may imply that during 
the early stages of implementing OBE, teachers will be the first to notice positive changes. It 
may also imply that OBE is more focused on teachers than students. 
Table 17 displays a comparison of the three highest and three lowest ranked OBE 
implementation schools. The total number of responses and the average mean of the three top 
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Table 16. Positive effects of implementing OBE 
Observable effects 
Students demonstrate more awareness of what 
is expected of them. 
Students are more interested and motivated 
to achieve the outcomes. 
Students demonstrate more responsibility 
for their own learning. 
Students score higher on standardized tests. 
Students have improved their grades. 
Students are better able to apply knowledge. 
The curriculum that I utilize is more relevant 
to successful adult life. 
1 am more focused on specific curriculum goals. 
I have higher expectations for ALL students. 
1 use more appropriate assessment strategies 
to measure student achievement. 
1 am more successful as a teacher. 
Responses Mean" S.D. S/U/N" 
285 2.558 1.231 S 
284 2.845 1.260 u 
280 2.986 1.357 u 
215 3.465 1.147 u 
256 3.051 1.250 u 
280 2.886 1.216 u 
276 2.431 1.118 S 
281 2.463 1.065 s 
285 2.232 1.139 s 
276 2.424 1.165 s 
278 2.500 1.207 s 
^Scale: I = Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
''8=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
ranked schools are presented for each positive effect. The same treatment is given to the three 
lowest ranked schools. In addition, the average mean difference is also presented. The 
response for each of these schools is listed in Appendix H, Tables H.7-H.12. 
The variation of mean scores for rating effects of implementing OBE was much smaller 
than the variation of scores for any other ratings. This was true for the most successful schools 
as well as the least successful. In addition, the average mean difference between the three most 
successful and three least successful schools was consistently large. 
91 
Table 17. Summary and comparison of positive effects between three highest and three lowest 
ranked buildings 
Three highest ranked Three lowest ranked Average 
Average Average mean 
Observable effects Responses mean" Responses mean" difference 
Students demonstrate more 
awareness of what is 
expected of them. 32 1.598 37 3.340 1.742 
Students are more interested 
and motivated to achieve 
the outcomes. 32 1.721 37 3.483 1.762 
Students demonstrate more 
responsibility for their own 
learning. 32 1.608 37 3.57 1.962 
Students score higher on 
standardized tests. 27 2.714 25 4.278 1.564 
Students have improved their 
grades. 27 L991 37 3.451 1.460 
Students are better able to 
apply knowledge. 32 1.911 36 3.566 1.655 
The curriculum that I utilize 
is more relevant to successful 
adult life. 31 1.764 36 2.959 1.195 
I am more focused on specific 
curriculum goals. 32 1.538 36 3.167 1.629 
I have higher expectations for 
ALL students. 32 1.320 37 2.657 1.337 
I use more appropriate assessment 
strategies to measure student 
achievement. 32 1.797 37 2.984 1.187 
I am more successful as a teacher. 32 1.704 36 3.229 1.525 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
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A remarkable observation is that the three schools that were most successful at 
implementing OBE rated every effect as successful. Meanwhile, the three schools that were 
least successful rated only one effect as successful, "higher expectations for ALL students." In 
addition, the more successful schools had their highest rated effects evenly split between teacher 
oriented and student oriented items. An analysis of this data indicates that schools where OBE 
is successfully implemented will see many positive effects for students and staff. 
Data Related to Teacher Demographics 
Although not a major research question, a related interest of this study was to compare 
the responses related to implementation of OBE practices and standards of teachers based on 
teaching assignment, experience, and grade level assignment. Tables showing several 
significant differences (p<.05) in the responses from these demographic groups of teachers were 
placed in the appendix. 
Appendix H, Tables H.13-H.21, present the number of responses, mean, and standard 
deviation for each of the nine standards disaggregated by current role, total experience, and 
current grade level assignment. The means represent the average response for all teachers from 
all schools within the respective categories. 
Table H.13 exhibits that art, music, and physical education teachers are least likely to 
believe that the mission standard has been implemented. Teachers with 21 years of experience 
or more and middle school teachers are least likely to believe that the exit outcome standard has 
been implemented (Table H. 14). In addition, teachers with 21 years of experience or more are 
least likely to believe that the curriculum standard has been implemented (Table H.15). 
Further, Table H.16 shows that teachers with 21 years of experience or more, middle school. 
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and high school teachers are least likely to believe that the instructional decision-making 
standard has been implemented. 
Teachers with the least amount of experience are more likely to believe that the 
assessment standard has been implemented than teachers with the most experience (Table 
H. 17). Table H.18 explains that special education teachers, those with two years of experience 
or less, and elementary teachers are most likely to believe that the organization standard has 
been implemented. Art, music, and physical education teachers, teachers with two years of 
experience or less, and high school teachers are least likely to believe that the culture standard 
has been implemented (Table H. 19). In addition, art, music, and physical education teachers 
are least likely to believe that the improvement standard has been implemented (Table H.20). 
Further, Table H.21 portrays that art, music, and physical education teachers, teachers with 21 
years of experience or more, and middle school teachers are least likely to believe that the data 
base standard has been implemented. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The purposes of this study were to determine the extent to which standards that represent 
the essential elements of outcome-based education have been implemented in selected schools, 
determine factors that enhance implementation, and to determine teacher perceptions of the 
effects of implementing OBE. A total of 21 Iowa schools participated in this study after 
demonstrating a sustained effort to implement OBE. From those schools, 303 teachers 
completed the 64-item questionnaire. 
The instrument was divided into three sections. Section one consisted of 36 questions 
which assessed the degree of implementation of nine essential standards of OBE as defined by 
the Network for Outcome-Based Schools (Appendix A). The assessment of each broad standard 
was accomplished by examining several specific OBE practices that relate to a particular 
standard (Appendix G). The degree to which teachers were using the related practices 
determined whether the standard had been successfully implemented. 
Section two of the questionnaire consisted of 11 questions asking teachers what 
observable effects resulted from their implementation of OBE. Finally, section three asked 
teachers to rate the degree to which each of 14 change factors were responsible for their success 
in implementing OBE. 
A mean score was computed for each question. An average mean score for each OBE 
standard was derived from the mean scores of the practices related to that standard. A weighted 
mean score was then calculated for each school by totaling the average mean for each standard 
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after they were adjusted for their degree of importance. By comparing the weighted mean 
scores to the scoring guideline (Table 3), it was revealed that six of the 21 schools in the study 
successfully implemented OBE. 
The Tukey statistical procedure was then used to determine if a significant difference 
existed between schools based on their weighted mean score. The three highest scoring schools 
scored significantly higher (p<.05) than the three lowest scoring schools. The average response 
for the three highest scoring schools was compared to the average response for the three lowest 
scoring schools on each section of the questionnaire. 
A related interest of this study was to compare the responses, regarding implementation 
of OBE practices and standards, of teachers based on teaching assignment, experience, and 
grade level assignment. A one-way analysis of variance was conducted on the results. Several 
significant differences (p^.05) were found. In general, younger teachers and elementary 
(K-5/6) teachers were more likely to respond that OBE implementation was successful than 
older teachers and secondary (6/7-12) teachers. 
Analysis of Data 
The detailed findings of this study were presented in the preceding chapter. This 
summary restates the four research questions and summarizes the results of the research. 
Research Question 1: What specific OBE practices are being used to implement the standards 
of OBE? 
The practice most likely to be implemented was developing a written mission statement. 
The next most often used practices were teaching for mastery and using corrective instruction. 
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Other practices rated "successfully implemented'" include developing course, grade level, and 
unit outcomes, revising curriculum to match predetermined outcomes, use of criterion 
standards, and increased use of performance and authentic assessment. In addition, providing 
enrichment activities for students who reach mastery, communicating students' ability to 
demonstrate outcomes to parents, establishing a climate of high performance for students and 
staff, and developing a vision for their school were also rated "successful." 
Research Question 2: What standards of OBE have been implemented in schools that have 
made a sustained effort to implement OBE? 
The survey determined that four of the nine standards were successfully implemented. 
Those standards were: developing a mission statement that reflects success for all students and 
for which there is strong staff support, developing an OBE culture that promotes high 
achievement for smdents and staff, using an OBE system of instructional decision making and 
delivery, and using OBE assessment strategies. No standards were rated as "not successful." 
High implementation schools (the three highest rated) successfully implemented seven 
standards. In addition to those in the previous paragraph, the most successful schools 
implemented these standards: a curriculum framework of program, course, and unit outcomes; 
an ongoing system of improvement; and an OBE system of instructional organization. 
Low implementation schools (the three lowest rated) were only successful at 
implementing the "mission" standard. In addition, they rated two standards as not successful. 
They were "publicly developed exit outcomes" and "an OBE data base." It is interesting to 
note that the two standards rated as not successful by low implementation schools were also the 
only standards that high implementation schools did not rate successful. 
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Research Question 3: What factors and approaches enhance the implementation of QBE? 
Six change factors were rated "successful" for enhancing implementation of OBE. They 
were: a safe climate for experimentation, staff development, effective building principal, key 
staff members, support and pressure from administration, and skillful leaders. There were no 
factors rated "not successful." 
These six change factors had the highest rating for the most successful three schools as 
well as the three least successful. High implementation schools rated "effective workshops and 
meetings" and "key speakers or consultants" as successfiil change factors in addition to the six 
previously mentioned. Low implementation schools rated only two change factors as 
successful: support and pressure from administration, and effective building principal. 
Research Question 4: What are the teacher's perceptions of the effects of successful 
implementation of QBE? 
Teachers perceived the following six positive effects to be the result of QBE 
implementation: "I have higher expectations for ALL students," "I use more appropriate 
assessment strategies to measure student achievement," "The curriculum that I utilize is more 
relevant to successful adult life," "I am more focused on specific curriculum goals," "I am 
more successful as a teacher," "Students demonstrate more awareness of what is expected of 
them." There were no effects rated "not successful." 
Both high and low implementation schools rated "I have higher expectations for ALL 
students" as the number one effect. The high implementation schools rated every effect as 
successful, while the low implementation schools only rated one effect as successful—"I have 
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higher expectations for ALL students." The ratings for each effect differed greatly between 
high and low implementation schools. 
A related interest of the study was to compare the responses, related to implementation of 
OBE practices and standards, of teachers based on teaching assignment, experience, and grade 
level assigimient. In general, teachers with 11 or more years of experience, middle school, and 
high school teachers were all less likely to perceive that OBE was successfiilly implemented. It 
was also discovered that art, music, and physical education teachers felt less involved and were 
more likely to respond "does not apply." 
Conclusions 
The following conclusions are offered concerning the analysis of the data and compilation 
of information collected in the review of literature. 
1. Successfiil implementation of OBE results in certain observable positive effects for 
students and staff. 
2. Mastery learning is used extensively and represents the heart of OBE. 
3. Educators in OBE schools are more likely to develop course, grade level, and unit 
outcomes than program or exit (graduation) outcomes. 
4. Effective curriculum alignment is taking place as teachers develop a better defined 
curriculum focus—teach what they test and test what they teach. 
5. It appears that assessment is changing with the use of more criterion standards, 
performance measures, and authentic assessment strategies. 
6. Schools lack adequate computer management systems to produce assessment materials 
and report student achievement. 
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7. Effective leadership is perhaps the most important element needed to successfully 
implement OBE. 
8. A positive building climate that supports experimentation is critical for successful 
implementation of OBE. 
9. The experience levels and teaching assignments of staff are instrumental (or 
detrimental). Involvement in and attitude about institutional change and school 
improvement varied by experience levels and teaching assignments of staff members. 
Limitations 
While efforts were made to ensure that this study was rigorous and made a worthwhile 
contribution to educational research, the following limitations must be noted: 
1. No attempt was made to determine if any of the practices or standards deemed 
essential to OBE were already in place before OBE implementation began. 
2. No attempt was made to determine whether the nine essential characteristics of ODE 
had been a focus for schools during OBE implementation. 
3. The questionnaire did not determine if change factors rated "not successful" implied 
they were not important or not available. 
4. Each school participating in this investigation did so on a voluntary basis. The 
decision to take part may indicate a special interest on the part of the school that could 
have influenced the results. 
5. Participation in this study was voluntary on the part of teachers. This decision may 
have influenced the results. 
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6. The investigation focused on schools that were members of the Iowa Success Network 
in 1993-94. Results may not be generalizable to other schools in Iowa or the nation. 
7. The school districts that participated in the study were all from Iowa. Results may be 
inconsistent with those conducted in other parts of the nation. 
8. The investigation relied on self-reporting of attitudes, practices, and was based 
primarily on perceptions of teachers. No attempt was made to confirm whether 
responses were consistent with actual teacher behavior or student achievement data. 
9. Outcome-based school restructuring was the only educational reform movement 
explored. Results may not generalize to other restructuring efforts. 
Discussion 
The primary purpose of this study was to determine the degree to which selected schools 
that had made a sustained effort to implement OBE had been successful and why. It's not 
surprising that many schools are pursuing OBE (Baxter & Earl, 1993; Vamon & King, 1993). 
However, after all the workshops, speakers, meetings, discussions, and workdays, is OBE 
really working in the schools and do they look and operate any differently? This study 
attempted to use teachers' perceptions and observations as a measure of change. 
The results indicate that many OBE practices and standards have been implemented by 
this select group of schools. However, it was more likely that schools would have a mission 
and vision statement than to have implemented specific classroom strategies. They were even 
less likely to base report cards and promotion on successful demonstration of outcomes. The 
success reported could be attributed, in part, to the bandwagon effect associated with new ideas 
This was especially likely since this study took place just ahead of a strong public attack from 
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religious fundamentalists. In addition, the Iowa Department of Education had not yet 
terminated its effort to promote OBE. Arguably, mastery learning strategies and curriculum 
mapping may appeal to teachers as logical common sense approaches. It could also indicate the 
attraction of a major systemic change effort as opposed to superficial or quick fix approaches—a 
barrier to successful implementation (Pink, 1989). 
Many of the implemented OBE practices center around mastery learning. While mastery 
learning and outcome-based education are two distinctly different programs, they work together 
as naturally as shoes and socks. Teachers don't have to use both, but they definitely 
complement each other (Guskey, 1992). Perhaps teachers are more likely to embrace mastery 
learning strategies early on, as they are more tangible and relate directly to the classroom. In 
addition, teachers in high implementation schools saw improved student performance similar to 
Bloom (1976, 1986), Fitzpatrick (1989), Guskey (1990), Nelson (1985), and Vickery (1985). 
It is possible that mastery learning strategies were in place before schools began implementing 
OBE. 
It is quite likely that OBE implementation would have been even more successful if 
schools had the necessary technology to manage assessment and student achievement data. 
Perhaps due to a lack of money and awareness of available software. Additionally, attacks by 
certain factions of the public and a lack of empirical data showing improved student 
achievement directly related to OBE may have presented more successful implementation. 
From personal experience, this researcher has found that attempts to implement OBE are 
not in vain. Further, networks like the Iowa Success Network provide support and 
encouragement for schools that are committed to successful implementation. 
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It is interesting to note that a major tenet of OBE—publicly developed exit (graduation) 
outcomes—was not successfiilly implemented, even by the high implementation schools. This 
would indicate that the entire district was not involved with the implementation process. In 
addition, exit outcomes are broad statements that are difficult to assess and hard to sell because 
they lead to high stakes testing. 
It was exciting to discover that, contrary to Rope (1994), assessment practices are 
changing. Many other school improvement efforts promote changes in assessment strategies. 
Therefore, implementing OBE may not be the sole impetus for improving assessment. 
Teachers have long been critical of traditional assessment tools. This investigation found that 
teachers are using more authentic assessment strategies which, at least in theory, lead to a more 
relevant curriculum which translates to improved student achievement. However, schools are 
not confident enough of their curriculum outcomes or their assessment tools to base student 
promotion strictly on the successful demonstration of those outcomes. 
Another important purpose of the study was to determine change factors that enhance 
implementation. The main ingredient that makes change efforts successful is effective 
leadership. Similar to Fullan (1990), Miles (1986), and Rogers (1988), this researcher found 
that communication, climate, resources, and training are critical for successful implementation. 
Since leaders are usually in control of these essentials, effective leadership is critical for change 
to take place. In support of Smith's findings (1988), networking with other schools was not 
found to be a critical factor. However, high implementation schools indicated that staff 
development, workshops, and consultants were important factors. Effective networking (in 
Iowa's case, the Iowa Success Network) can facilitate these efforts. 
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An important fmding is that positive effects (results) do follow successfiil OBE 
implementation. High implementation schools rated every positive effect as successful, 
compared to only one effect rated successful by low implementation schools. In addition, the 
average mean difference between these two groups of schools was large for every effect. These 
findings parallel Huberman (1984) and Sheinker (1991) in that implementation initially develops 
belief systems and produces superficial changes. However, continuation and follow-through 
produce significant change. In common with Manatt and Holzman's results (1991), outcome-
based strategies were successful in raising student achievement scores. 
Finally, it deserves mention that secondary (6/7-12) and more experienced teachers were 
generally more negative in their responses. In addition, non-core curriculum teachers were not 
as involved in the implementation process. Perhaps this is due to difficulty translating OBE to 
all areas of the curriculum. Some leaders may have strategically started in the core areas and 
may have avoided certain negative staff members. Another explanation is that non-core 
teachers assume school improvement is targeted only at the "basics." Also, more experienced 
teachers have seen many fads come and go which makes them more skeptic. 
Recommendations for Practice 
The following recommendations for practice are offered in particular to school districts 
that are planning to implement OBE. 
Recommendations from survey data: 
1. Prior to implementing any innovation, assess the school climate and staff makeup. 
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2. Effective and committed leadership must exist within the school unit to facilitate 
change efforts. 
3. Allocate adequate funding and spend at least one year on staff development (before 
actual implementation) including promotional speakers, workshops, seminars, 
consultants, and school visitations. 
4. Provide intensive staff training on mastery learning. 
5. Implement mastery learning strategies as an introduction to QBE. 
6. Obtain a computer management system to handle assessments and the reporting of 
student progress. 
7. Provide intensive staff training on the development of alternative assessment strategies 
and rubrics. 
Recommendations from experience: 
1. The need for change must be clearly established and supported by a majority of the 
stakeholders. 
2. Eliminate education jargon and OBE specific language in order to clarify 
communications to the public. 
3. Avoid exit outcomes dealing with attitude and get public input when defining exit 
outcomes related to citizenship. 
4. As a first step to implementing OBE, establish outcomes at the course/grade level in 
reading and math. Other subject areas can be more easily brought on board after 
observing success. 
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5. Establish benchmark assessment points with significant outcomes, demonstration 
standards, accountability, and consequences. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
Based on the findings and conclusions of this study, the following recommendations are 
submitted for further consideration for other researchers investigating implementation of 
outcome-based education. 
1. The present study should be replicated with the focus limited to the degree of OBE 
implementation and with the addition of on-site visits to verify actual teacher behavior 
and student achievement results. 
2. A similar research study should be conducted focusing on impediments to 
implementing OBE. 
3. A research study should be initiated that focuses on the effects of public attacks on 
OBE. 
4. A research study should be conducted that determines public opinion on the results of 
successful OBE implementation. 
5. A comprehensive study like that of Daniels (1989) should be replicated to determine 
the link, if any, between OBE and improved student performance. 
6. A longitudinal research study should be conducted to determine whether OBE 
strategies are long lasting and if student achievement factors warrant the effort to 
implement OBE. 
7. A broad based study should be initiated to assess OBE implementation nationwide. 
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APPENDIX A. NETWORK FOR OUTCOME-BASED SCHOOLS 
STANDARDS OF OBE 
r 
The Criteria for Outcome-Based Education 
The Network's Board of Direc­
tors is committed to implement­
ing a future-oriented "success 
for air culture of renewal 
throughout the OBE community. 
To this end, the Board has 
agreed on a set of standards to 
which all should aspire and focus 
their research and implementa­
tion efforts. These nine stan­
dards are: 
1. A collectively endorsed 
missioii statement that 
reflects staff commitment to: 
A) achieving learning success 
for all students on Exit Out­
comes essential to their future 
success as students and adults; 
and 
B) implementing conditions 
and strategies in classrooms 
that maximize all students' 
opportunities for success on 
the Outcomes with a special 
focus on a transformational 
masteiy learning oiganiza-
tional framework. 
2. Clearly defined, publicly 
derived Exit Outcomes that: 
A) directly reflects the knowl­
edge, competencies, and 
orientations needed by positive 
contributing adults in an 
increasingly complex, changing 
world; and 
B) all students successfully 
demonstrate before they leave 
school. 
3. A tightly articulated 
curriculum framework of 
Program, Course, and Unit 
Outcomes that: 
A) is derived directly from 
these Exit Outcomes; 
B) integrates knowledge, 
competence, and orientations 
across domains of learning; 
and 
V 
C) directly facilitates these 
Exit Outcomes. 
4. A system of instructional 
decision-making and deliv­
ery that consistently: 
A) assures successful demon­
stration of all Unit, Course, 
and Program Outcomes for all 
students; 
B) makes needed instruction 
available to students on a 
timely basis throughout the 
calendar year; 
C) employs a rich diversity of 
methods and strategies gener­
ally organized in a transforma­
tional mastery learning 
framework that encourages all 
students to be successful; and 
D) deliberately provides more 
than one uniform, routine 
chance for students to be 
successful, even after regular 
reporting periods and semes­
ters have ended. 
5. A criterion-based, consis­
tently applied system of 
assessments, performance 
standards, student creden-
tialing, and reporting that: 
A) is tightly aligned with Exit, 
Program, Course, and Unit 
Outcomes; 
B) generates an intrinsic 
motivation in students to 
attain high performance levels 
on everything they pursue; 
C) documents what students 
can do successfully whenever 
they are able to do it; 
D) enables students to demon­
strate and receive full credit 
for improved learning on a 
timely basis anytime prior to 
graduation; and 
E) prevents and avoids invidi­
ous comparisons among 
students. 
6. A system of instructional 
organization and delivery 
that enables students to: 
A) advance through the 
curriculum whenever they can 
demonstrate successful per­
formance on the learning 
prerequisites for new units or 
courses; and 
B) meet those eligibility 
criteria in a timely manner 
through a mastery learning 
framework. 
7. A system which recognizes 
the power of organizational 
culture on student and staff 
development and establishes 
a climate that enables all 
students and staff to perform 
at high quality levels. 
8. An on-going system of 
program improvement that 
expands: 
A) staff vision of potential 
goals and modes of operation; 
B) staff accountability for the 
results of their decisions and 
practices; 
C) staff capacities for effective 
leadership, performance, 
renewal, and change; and 
D) structures that both 
encourage staff collaboration 
as well as support effective and 
responsive program implemen­
tation. 
9. A data base of course and 
unit outcomes for all stu­
dents and other key indica­
tors of school effectiveness 
that is used and updated 
regularly to improve the 
conditions and practices that 
affect student and staff 
success. 
y 
« ^AHMTCO 
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APPENDIX B. IOWA SUCCESS NETWORK MEMBER DISTRICTS 
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IOWA SUCCESS NETWORK MFMRF.RSHTP 
ADEL-DESOTO-MINBURN CSD 
AEA NUMBER 7 
BOONE CSD 
CEDAR RAPIDS CSD 
CLINTON CSD 
COE COLLEGE 
COLLEGE COMMUNITY CSD 
COUNCIL BLUFFS CSD 
DES MOINES ARCHDIOCESE 
DES MOINES CSD 
DRAKE UNIVERSITY 
DUBUQUE ARCHDIOCESE 
DUBUQUE CSD 
EASTWOOD-WILLOW CSD 
GLENWOOD CSD 
GRANT WOOD AEA 
HEARTLAND AEA 
IDA GROVE CSD 
INDIANOLA CSD 
IOWA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
KEYSTONE AEA 
LINN MAR CSD 
LOESS HILLS AEA 
MAQUOKETA CSD 
MARION CSD 
MASON CITY CSD 
MONTICELLO CSD 
NEVADA CSD 
STORM LAKE CSD 
UNIVERSITY OF IOWA 
UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN IOWA 
VALLEY OF ELGIN CSD 
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APPENDIX C. SCHOOL SELECTION CRITERIA 
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TIM HOFFMAN, PH.D. STUDY 
School Qualification Information 
District Name 
School Name 
Principal Name 
1. How long has your school been a member of ISN? 
2. Has a person been assigned reponsibility for OBE implementation? 
Yes No_ 
3. Does the building have designated funds for implementing OBE? 
Yes No 
4. Since becoming a member of ISN, has the building principal received training 
related to OBE? Yes No How many hours? 
5. Since becoming a member of ISN, has staff development related to OBE been 
provided for the entire faculty? Yes  ^ No How many hours? 
6. Have you developed goals or guidelines for OBE implementation? 
Yes No 
7. (Optional) Please supply any information which may help to determine whether 
your school has made a sustained effort to implement OBE. 
Mr. Hoffman: You have my permission to include this school in your Ph.D. study. 
Signature 
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APPENDIX D. FINAL SCHOOL SELECTION 
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SCHOOLS SELECTED FOR SURVEY 
DISTRICT 
Cedar Rapids 
Clinton 
College Community 
Council Bluffs 
Eastwood-Willow 
Glenwood 
Maquoketa 
Monticello 
Nevada 
Storm Lake 
BUILDING 
Harding Middle School 
Taft Middle School 
Elijah Buell Elementary 
Jefferson Elementary 
Prairie Middle School 
Prairie Intermediate 
Prairie Elementary 
Prairie View Elementary 
Woodrow Wilson Middle School 
Bloomer Elementary 
Riverside Middle School 
Glenwood High School 
Northeast Elementary 
Briggs Elementary 
Monticello High School 
Monticello Middle School 
Nevada High School 
Nevada Middle School 
Storm Lake High School 
West Elementary 
Valley of Elgin Valley High School 
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APPENDIX E. SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
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OUTCOME-BASED EDUCATION 
CURRENT PRACTICES SURVEY 
DIRECTIONS 
Rrst, please bubble in the appropriate response number (1-4) under the special code 
section for items K - M on the computer form. 
K. Current Role 1) Classroom Teacher 2) Special Ed. Teacher 
3) Art. Music, P.E. Teacher 4) Other 
L Total Experience 1) 0-2 years 2) 3-10 years 
3) 11-20 years 4) 21 or nwre 
M. Current Grade Level 1) Elementary K-2 2) Elementary 3-5/6 
Assignment 3) Middle School/J.H. 4) High School 
Your school building (not your district) has t)een identified as one that has made 
a sustained effort to implement OBE. Below, are a number of OBE practices and 
activities. We want to know if they have been implemented and the extent to which 
they have been implemented in your school building; that is. how well and how deeply 
across staff. 
Please read each statement. For those that only require the practice to be in 
place in vour school, use the scale to indicate the extent to which you agree it is in 
place. If the practice is dearly not in place please mark "6", "strongly disagree". 
Some statements require judgments at)out the quality of an implemented 
practice or the extent to which the staff is committed or uses it. Please use the seven 
point scale to provide your best assessment. For example, if you believe that only half 
of the staff is committ^  to the mission, "all students can be successful' please mark 
"3". "somewhat agree". If the practice does not exist, mark "7", "does not apply". 
Rememt)er, these questions are about your school, not your district. If you have 
a junior high and a high school in the same physical structure, consider your school to 
be your instructional group. In other words, a "junior high school" and a "high school" 
can exist within the same physical structure. 
Please respond to each statement by bubbling in your response on the 
computer form using the following response categories: 
1. Strongly Agree 5. Disagree 
2. Agree 6. Strongly Disagree 
3. Somewhat Agree 7. Does Not Apply 
4. Somewhat Disagree 
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The following questions refer to your school, not your district Please use the 
response categories; 1. Strongly Agree 2. Agree 3. Somewhat Agree 
4. Somewhat Disagree 5. Disagree 6. Strongly Disagree 7. Does Not Apply 
1. My school has a written mission statement. 
2. My school has a written mission statement that reflects a 
commitment to enable all students to be successful. 
3. The staff in my school is committed to the written mission statement. 
4. My school has developed clearly defined exit outcomes. 
5. My school has developed clearly defined exit outcomes with input from the 
public. 
6. My school utilizes exit outcomes that students must demonstrate, or requires 
that an Intervention plan will be develooed before thev can advance. 
7. My school has developed program outcomes. 
8. My school has developed program outcomes for each discipline area. 
9. My school has developed program outcomes that support the exit 
outcomes. 
10. I have developed grade level/course outcomes. 
11. I have developed grade level/course outcomes that support the 
program outcomes. 
12. I have developed outcomes that support my course/grade level outcomes for 
each unit or segment of instruction that 1 teach. 
13. The curriculum I utilize has been revised by matching it to my course/grade 
level outcomes, to enable students to master my course/grade level outcomes. 
14. I provide students multiple opportunities to master important objectives. 
15. 1 provide corrective instruction for students who do not initially master 
important objectives. 
16. In my school, teachers base grade level promotion on the student's 
ability to demonstrate the appropriate outcomes. 
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The following questions refer to your school, not your district Please use the 
response categories: 1. Strongly Agree 2. Agree 3. Somewhat Agree 
4. Somewhat Disagree 5. Disagree 6. Strongly Disagree 7. Does Not Apply 
17. In my school, teachers strive to assure that all students successfully 
demonstrate all unit, course/grade level, and program outcomes. 
18. I have developed performance (authentic) assessment activities. 
19. I utilize performance assessment activities to measure student achievement. 
20. I utilize performance assessment activities that place students in real life 
situations. 
21. I assess students based on the outcomes which the students are required to 
demonstrate. 
22. My school has revised our student report card system so that it is bas&d on 
our outcomes. 
23. I use criterion standards to grade students instead of a ranking system. 
24. My students can improve their grade by continuing to wori< t)eyond the normal 
grading period. 
25. My students pursue new units of instruction when they master 
objectives, or I offer enrichment activities to them. 
28. My students are allowed to test out of a course for full credit, or advance a grade 
level, if they can demonstrate the appropriate outcomes. 
27. I communicate the results of student's ability to demonstrate course/grade level 
outcomes, to parents. 
28. My school communicates the results of student's ability to demonstrate 
outcomes, to the general public. 
29. My school strives to eliminate rules and procedures that interfere with student 
success. 
30. My school strives to establish a climate that promotes high performance of all 
students. 
31. My school strives to establish a dimate that promotes high performance of all 
staff. 
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The following questions refer to your school, not your district Please use the 
response categories: 1. Strongly Agree 2. Agree 3. Somewhat Agree 
4. Somewhat Disagree 5. Disagree 6. Strongly Disagree 7. Does Not Apply 
32. My school has a vision of how our school should look and operate. 
33. My school's OBE steering committee oversees the 
implementation of OBE. 
34. My school reviews course/grade level and unit outcomes to assure relevancy. 
35. My school systematically reviews curriculum to assure that it supports our 
outcomes. 
36. My school uses a monitoring system that documents student's 
demonstration of outcomes. 
We want to know atx}ut the effects of OBE implementation and the Actors that 
enhanced it's implementation in your school. Please indicate the extent to which the 
implementation of OBE has resulted in the following observable effects on your 
students or yourself. For the following questions, please continue using the same 
response options. 
37. Students demonstrate more awareness of what is expected of them. 
38. Students are more interested and motivated to achieve the outcomes. 
39. Students demonstrate more responsibility for their own learning. 
40. Students score higher on standardized tests. 
41. Students have improved their grades. 
42. Students are better able to apply knowledge. 
43. The curriculum that I utilize is more relevant to successful adult life. 
44. I am more focused on specific cumculum goals. 
45. I have higher expectations for ALL students. 
46. I use more appropriate assessment strategies to measure student achievement. 
47. I am more successful as a teacher. 
Please indicate the extent to which the following factors enhanced the implementation 
of OBE in your school. 
48. Key staff members. 
49. Staff development. 
50. Skillful leaders. 
51. Effective building principal. 
52. Support and pressure from administration. 
53. A safe climate for experimentation. 
54. Time to develop ideas and practice implementation. 
55. Rnandal support. 
126 
The following questions refer to your school, not your district Please use the 
response categories: 1. Strongly Agree 2. Agree 3. Somewhat Agree 
4. Somewhat Disagree 5. Disagree 6. Strongly Disagree 7. Does Not Apply 
56. Key speakers or consultants. 
57. Effective workshops or meetings. 
58. Monitoring and learning from schools who have already done it. 
59. Support and encouragement from the local school board. 
60. Community support. 
61. Support and pressure from the State Department of Education. 
We want to know the extent to which your effort to implement OBE has influenced 
certain educational practices in your school. Three practices are refen'ed to in 
questions 62 - 64. Please exsunine them and use the following response options to 
indicate whether you began the practice as a result of your effort to implement OBE, or 
whether you were already using the practice. 
1. I have not implemented this practice. 
2. I use this practice as a result of implementing OBE. 
3. I was using this practice before our effort implement OBE. 
62. Utilization of exit, program, and course/grade level outcomes. 
63. Students provided more than one opportunity to master important objectives. 
64. Classroom assessments tied directly to outcomes. 
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ADEL-DESOTO-MINBURN COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
801 8. 8TH ST. (HWY. 169 SOUTH) 
ADEL, IOWA 50003 
515-993-4283 
TIM HOFFMAN, Superintendent SHIRLEY MCADON. Business Manager 
April 27.1994 
(Principal Name) 
Thank you for allowing me to include your school in my Ph.D. study. I have en­
closed a cover letter which you can sign and include with the survey, an infor­
mation page for your secretary that includes directions for distribution and return, 
and a complimentary copy of the survey. This survey should take 15 minutes to 
complete and is completely voluntary. 
In addition to helping me complete my study. I believe the results will be of benefit 
to your district also. This survey will serve as a self-assessment of the degree of 
implementation of several OBE practices and activities. The results can assist you 
in future planning by identifying, in your teachers' opinions, what changes have 
actually taken place, the effects of those changes, and the factors that enhanced 
implementation in your school. 
You will receive the results for your school and also for the entire study if you so 
desire. Confidentiality for individuals and schools will be guaranteed. 
For my records, please complete the information request and permission slip on 
the attached page and return in the enclosed envelope. 
Sincerely, 
Tim Hoffman 
Superintendent 
TH:emn 
enc. 
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Tim Hoffman, Superintendent 
Adel-DeSoto-Minburn Community School District 
801 S. 8th St. 
Adel, lA 50003 
Mr. Hoffman, 
With the permission of the building principal, you may include any school in our district 
In your study. 
Sincerely, 
Signature 
School District 
Date 
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ADEL-DESOTO-MINBURN COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
801 S. 8TH ST. (HWY. 169 SOUTH) 
ADEL, IOWA 50003 
515-993-4283 
TIM HOFFMAN, Superintendent SHIRLEY MCADON, Business Manager 
April 27. 1994 
(Superintendent Nanne) 
I respectfully request your permission to allow some of the schools in your district 
to participate in my Ph.D. study. If you grant permission, I will contact the appro­
priate building principal to secure their permission. Confidentiality for individuals 
and schools will be guaranteed. The survey should take 15 minutes to complete 
and is completely voluntary. 
In addition to helping me complete my study, I believe the results will be of benefit 
to your district also. This survey will serve as a self-assessment of the degree of 
implementation of several OBE practices and activities. The results can assist you 
in future planning by identifying, in your teachers' opinions, what changes have 
actually taken place, the effects of those changes, and the factors that enhanced 
implementation in your school. 
For my records, please sign the enclosed letter and return in the envelope pro­
vided. Thanks, again, for your help. 
Sincerely, 
Tim Hoffman 
Superintendent 
TH:emn 
enc. 
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Staff Member, 
Please take 15 minutes to complete the attached survey and return to my 
office by Friday. May 13. This is part of a Ph.D. program for Mr. Tim Hoffman, 
Superintendent of the Adel-DeSoto-Minburn Community School District. In 
addition to helping my colleague, I believe the results of this survey will 
benefit our district by assisting us in assessing our current accomplishments 
and helping to plan future efforts. 
This survey is voluntary: therefore, you may refuse. Confidentiality for 
individuals and the school is guaranteed. Please return the answer sheet to 
my office by Friday, May 13. 
Thank you. 
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CURRENT PRACTICES SURVEY 
QUESTION AND STANDARD ALIGNMENT 
A) A collectively endorsed mission statement 
1. My school has a written mission statement. 
2. My school has a written mission statement that reflects a 
commitment to enable all students to be successful. 
3. The staff in my school is committed to the written mission statement. 
B) Clearly defined, publicly derived exit outcomes 
4. My school has developed clearly defined exit outcomes. 
5. My school has developed clearly defined exit outcomes with input from the 
public. 
6. My school utilizes exit outcomes that students must demonstrate, or requires 
that an intervention plan will be developed before thev can advance. 
C) A tightly articulated curriculum framework of program, course, and 
unit outcomes 
7. My school has developed program outcomes. 
8. My school has developed program outcomes for each discipline area. 
9. My school has developed program outcomes that support the exit 
outcomes. 
10. I have developed grade level/course outcomes. 
11. I have developed grade level/course outcomes that support the 
program outcomes. 
12. I have developed outcomes, that support my course/grade level outcomes, for 
each unit or segment of instruction that I teach. 
13. The cun'iculum I utilize has been revised by matching it to my course/grade 
level outcomes, to enable students to master my course/grade level outcomes. 
D) A system of Instructional decision-making and delivery 
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14. I provide students multipie opportunities to master important objectives. 
15. I provide corrective instruction for students who do not initially master 
important objectives. 
16. in my school, teachers base grade level promotion on the student's 
ability to demonstrate the appropriate outcomes. 
17. In my school, teachers strive to assure that all students successfully 
demonstrate all unit, course/grade level, and program outcomes. 
E) A criterion-based, consistently applied system of assessments, 
performance standards, student credentiaiing, and reporting 
18. I have developed performance (authentic) assessment activities. 
19. I utilize performance assessment activities to measure student achievement. 
20. I utilize performance assessment activities that place students in real life 
situations. 
21. I assess students based on the outcomes which the students are required to 
demonstrate. 
22. My school has revised our student report card system so that it is based on 
our outcomes. 
23. I use criterion standards to grade students instead of a ranking system. 
24. My students can improve their grade by continuing to work beyond the normal 
grading period. 
F) A system of instructional organization and delivery 
25. My students pursue new units of instruction when they master 
objectives, or I offer enrichment activities to them. 
26. My students are allowed to test out of a course for full credit, or advance a grade 
level, if they can demonstrate the appropriate outcomes. 
27. I communicate the results of student's ability to demonstrate course/grade level 
outcomes, to parents. 
28. My school communicates the results of student's ability to demonstrate 
outcomes, to the general public. 
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G) A system which recognizes the power of organizational culture on 
student and staff development and establishes a climate that enables all 
students and staff to perform at high quality levels 
29. My school strives to eliminate rules and procedures that interfere with student 
success. 
30. My school strives to establish a climate that promotes high performance of all 
students. 
31. My school strives to establish a climate that promotes high performance of all 
staff. 
H) An on-going system of program improvement 
32. My school has a vision of how our school strauld look and operate. 
33. My school's OBE steering committee oversees the 
implementation of OBE. 
I) A data base of course and unit outcomes for all students and other 
key indicators of school effectiveness that is used and updated regularly 
to improve the conditions and practices that affect student and staff 
success 
34. My school reviews course/grade level and unit outcomes to assure relevancy. 
35. My s<:hool systematically reviews curriculum to assure that it supports our 
outcomes. 
36. My school uses a monitoring system that documents student's 
demonstration of outcomes. 
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Table H.l. Implementation factor response from building ranked first 
Implementation factor Responses Mean" S.D. S/U/N'' 
Key staff members 9 1.333 .500 S 
Staff development 9 1.222 .441 S 
Skillful leaders 9 1.333 .500 S 
Effective building principal 9 1.222 .441 S 
Support and pressure from administration 8 1.375 .744 S 
A safe climate for experimentation 9 1.111 .333 S 
Time to develop ideas and practice 
implementation 9 1.667 .866 S 
Financial support 9 1.778 .833 S 
Key speakers or consultants 8 1.625 .744 S 
Effective workshops or meetings 8 1.500 .535 S 
Monitoring and learning from schools that 
have already done it 8 2.875 1.458 u 
Support and encouragement from the 
local school board 8 2.250 1.389 s 
Community support 8 2.875 1.808 u 
Support and presence from the State 
Department of Education 7 4.000 1.528 u 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5 = Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
''S=Successfiil, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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Table H.2. Implementation factor response from building ranked second 
Implementation factor Responses Mean" S.D. S/U/N*' 
Key staff members 8 2.875 1.458 U 
Staff development 8 3.125 1.885 u 
Skillful leaders 8 2.125 1.126 s 
Effective building principal 8 1.500 .535 s 
Support and pressure from administration 7 2.000 .577 s 
A safe climate for experimentation 8 1.750 1.035 s 
Time to develop ideas and practice 
implementation 8 4.000 1.414 u 
Financial support 8 3.000 1.512 u 
Key speakers or consultants 8 3.000 1.414 u 
Effective workshops or meetings 8 2.875 1.356 u 
Monitoring and learning from schools that 
have already done it 8 3.750 1.035 u 
Support and encouragement from the 
local school board 8 3.375 1.408 u 
Community support 8 4.000 1.195 u 
Support and presence from the State 
Department of Education 7 4.429 1.134 N 
^Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
''S=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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Table H.3. Implementation factor response from building ranked third 
Implementation factor Responses Mean" S.D. S/U/N'' 
Key staff members 15 1.933 1.223 S 
Staff development 15 1.733 .884 S 
Skillftil leaders 15 1.933 .961 s 
Effective building principal 15 3.133 1.642 u 
Support and pressure from administration 15 2.800 1.265 u 
A safe climate for experimentation 15 1.267 .594 s 
Time to develop ideas and practice 
implementation 15 2.600 .986 s 
Financial support 14 3.857 1.460 u 
Key speakers or consultants 15 3.267 1.223 u 
Effective workshops or meetings 15 2.933 1.033 u 
Monitoring and learning from schools that 
have already done it 15 3.067 1.335 u 
Support and encouragement from the 
local school board 15 2.800 1.082 u 
Community support 15 3.000 .655 u 
Support and presence from the State 
Department of Education 15 4.200 1.424 u 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
''8=Successful, U=Undetermined, N = Not successfiil. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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Table H.4. Implementation factor response from building ranked nineteenth 
Implementation factor Responses Mean" S.D. S/U/N'' 
Key staff members 17 2.059 1.345 S 
Staff development 17 2.118 .993 S 
Skillful leaders 16 2.375 1.544 S 
Effective building principal 17 1.706 .686 S 
Support and pressure from administration 16 2.188 .981 s 
A safe climate for experimentation 17 2.000 1.000 s 
Time to develop ideas and practice 
implementation 17 2.706 1.532 s 
Financial support 16 4.188 1.642 u 
Key speakers or consultants 13 3.000 1.683 u 
Effective workshops or meetings 16 2.313 .946 s 
Monitoring and learning from schools that 
have already done it 15 3.800 1.474 u 
Support and encouragement from the 
local school board 14 3.429 1.342 u 
Community support 14 3.786 1.626 u 
Support and presence from the State 
Department of Education 14 4.571 1.284 N 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
•"5=Successful, U = Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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Table H.5. Implementation factor response from building ranked twentieth 
Implementation factor Responses Mean' S.D. S/U/N'' 
Key staff members 16 3.000 .966 U 
Staff development 16 3.000 1.317 U 
Skillful leaders 16 3.250 1.238 U 
Effective building principal 16 3.125 .885 u 
Support and pressure from administration 16 2.688 1.302 s 
A safe climate for experimentation 16 2.938 1.237 u 
Time to develop ideas and practice 
implementation 16 4.813 1.471 N 
Financial support 14 4.714 1.437 N 
Key speakers or consultants 15 3.333 .816 U 
Effective workshops or meetings 16 3.250 1.000 u 
Monitoring and learning from schools that 
have already done it 16 4.125 1.025 u 
Support and encouragement from the 
local school board 16 3.813 1.109 u 
Community support 16 4.250 1.291 N 
Support and presence from the State 
Department of Education 16 3.375 1.628 u 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
''S=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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Table H.6. Implementation factor response from building ranked twenty-first 
Implementation factor Responses Mean" S.D. S/U/N'' 
Key staff members 5 3.200 1.095 U 
Staff development 5 3.400 .548 U 
Skillful leaders 5 3.200 .837 u 
Effective building principal 5 3.400 .548 u 
Support and pressure from administration 5 2.800 .447 u 
A safe climate for experimentation 5 3.800 2.049 u 
Time to develop ideas and practice 
implementation 5 4.800 1.304 N 
Financial support 4 5.000 1.414 N 
Key speakers or consultants 5 3.600 .894 u 
Effective workshops or meetings 5 4.000 1.000 u 
Monitoring and learning from schools that 
have already done it 5 4.600 1.140 N 
Support and encouragement from the 
local school board 5 4.400 1.517 N 
Community support 5 4.600 1.517 N 
Support and presence from the State 
Department of Education 5 4.200 2.168 U 
'Scale: 1 = Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
*"5=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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Table H.7. Positive effects response from building ranked first 
Observable effects Responses Mean" S.D. S/U/N'' 
Students demonstrate more awareness of what 
is expected of them. 9 1.444 .527 S 
Students are more interested and motivated 
to achieve the outcomes. 9 1.556 .726 S 
Students demonstrate more responsibility 
for their own learning. 9 1.667 .707 s 
Students score higher on standardized tests. 8 2.000 1.309 s 
Students have improved their grades. 9 1.556 .527 s 
Students are better able to apply knowledge. 9 2.000 .866 s 
The curriculum that I utilize is more relevant 
to successful adult life. 8 2.125 1.246 s 
I am more focused on specific curriculum goals. 9 1.556 .726 s 
I have higher expectations for ALL students. 9 1 .111  .333 s 
I use more appropriate assessment strategies 
to measure student achievement. 9 1.667 .707 s 
I am more successful as a teacher. 9 1.444 .527 s 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5 = Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
''S = Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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Table H.8. Positive effects response from building ranked second 
Observable effects Responses Mean' S.D. S/U/N*' 
Students demonstrate more awareness of what 
is expected of them. 8 1.750 .886 S 
Students are more interested and motivated 
to achieve the outcomes. 8 1.875 .835 S 
Students demonstrate more responsibility 
for their own learning. 8 1.625 .744 S 
Students score higher on standardized tests. 7 3.143 .690 u 
Students have improved their grades. 7 2.143 .690 s 
Students are better able to apply knowledge. 8 2.000 .535 s 
The curriculum that I utilize is more relevant 
to successful adult life. 8 L500 .756 s 
I am more focused on specific curriculum goals. 8 L125 .354 s 
I have higher expectations for ALL students. 8 1.250 .463 s 
I use more appropriate assessment strategies 
to measure student achievement. 8 2.125 1.356 s 
I am more successful as a teacher. 8 2.000 .756 s 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
^S=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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Table H.9. Positive effects response from building ranked third 
Observable effects Responses Mean" S.D. S/U/N" 
Students demonstrate more awareness of what 
is expected of them. 15 1.600 .737 S 
Students are more interested and motivated 
to achieve the outcomes. 15 1.733 .704 S 
Students demonstrate more responsibility 
for their own learning. 15 1.533 .743 S 
Students score higher on standardized tests. 12 3.000 .603 U 
Students have improved their grades. 11 2.273 .786 s 
Students are better able to apply knowledge. 15 1.733 .704 s 
The curriculum that I utilize is more relevant 
to successful adult life. 15 1.667 .617 s 
I am more focused on specific curriculum goals. 15 1.933 .799 s 
I have higher expectations for ALL students. 15 1.600 .632 s 
I use more appropriate assessment strategies 
to measure student achievement. 15 1.600 .737 s 
I am more successful as a teacher. 15 1.667 .816 s 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
**5=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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Table H.IO. Positive effects response from building ranked nineteenth 
Observable effects Responses Mean" S.D. S/U/N'' 
Students demonstrate more awareness of what 
is expected of them. 17 2.706 1.359 S 
Students are more interested and motivated 
to achieve the outcomes. 17 2.824 1.131 U 
Students demonstrate more responsibility 
for their own learning. 17 2.647 1.115 s 
Students score higher on standardized tests. 9 4.333 1.225 N 
Students have improved their grades. 17 3.353 1.272 U 
Students are better able to apply knowledge. 17 3.176 1.286 u 
The curriculum that I utilize is more relevant 
to successful adult life. 16 2.688 .946 s 
I am more focused on specific curriculum goals. 16 2.625 .806 s 
I have higher expectations for ALL students. 17 2.471 .874 s 
I use more appropriate assessment strategies 
to measure student achievement. 17 2.765 1.033 u 
I am more successful as a teacher. 16 3.063 1.124 u 
'Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
''5=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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Table H. 11. Positive effects response from building ranked twentieth 
Observable effects Responses Mean^ S.D. S/U/N'' 
Students demonstrate more awareness of what 
is expected of them. 16 3.063 1.289 U 
Students are more interested and motivated 
to achieve the outcomes. 16 3.375 1.360 U 
Students demonstrate more responsibility 
for their own learning. 16 3.563 1.504 u 
Students score higher on standardized tests. 12 4.500 .798 N 
Students have improved their grades. 16 3.000 1.095 U 
Students are better able to apply knowledge. 16 3.188 1.276 u 
The curriculum that I utilize is more relevant 
to successful adult life. 16 2.688 1.138 s 
1 am more focused on specific curriculum goals. 16 3.375 1.360 u 
1 have higher expectations for ALL students. 16 2.500 1.155 s 
1 use more appropriate assessment strategies 
to measure student achievement. 16 2.438 1.031 s 
I am more successful as a teacher. 16 2.875 1.088 u 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
*"5=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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Table H.12. Positive effects response from building ranked twenty-first 
Observable effects Responses Mean' S.D. S/U/N" 
Students demonstrate more awareness of what 
is expected of them. 4 4.250 1.500 N 
Students are more interested and motivated 
to achieve the outcomes. 4 4.250 1.258 N 
Students demonstrate more responsibility 
for their own learning. 4 4.500 1.000 N 
Students score higher on standardized tests. 4 4.000 1.414 U 
Students have improved their grades. 4 4.000 1.414 U 
Students are better able to apply knowledge. 3 4.333 1.528 N 
The curriculum that I utilize is more relevant 
to successful adult life. 4 3.500 1.732 U 
I am more focused on specific curriculum goals. 4 3.500 1.732 u 
I have higher expectations for ALL students. 4 3.000 2.000 u 
I use more appropriate assessment strategies 
to measure student achievement. 4 3.750 1.500 u 
I am more successful as a teacher. 4 3.750 1.500 u 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
''5=Successful, U=Undetermined, N=Not successful. Numerical guidelines defined in 
Table 3. 
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Table H. 13. Response for OBE mission standard disaggregated by role, experience, and 
assignment 
Demographic Responses Mean' S.D. 
Current role 
Classroom teacher 185 1.714 1.009 
Special education teacher 32 1.781 .765 
Art, music, physical education teacher 18 2.204* 1.319 
Other 31 1.323* .370 
Total experience 
0-2 years 23 1.652 1.152 
3-10 years 43 1.853 1.231 
11-20 years 115 1.783 .944 
21 years or more 84 1.548 .781 
Current grade level assignment 
Elementary K-2 60 1.689 .937 
Elementary 3-5/6 55 1.776 1.321 
Middle school/junior high 98 1.714 .864 
High school 44 1.689 .818 
'Scale: 1 =StrongIy agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
•Significant (ps.05). 
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Table H.14. Response for OBE outcome standard disaggregated by role, experience, and 
assignment 
Demographic Responses Mean" S.D. 
Current role 
Classroom teacher 179 3.787 1.337 
Special education teacher 31 3.742 1.249 
Art, music, physical education teacher 18 4.259 1.557 
Other 31 3.436 1.236 
Total experience 
0-2 years 23 3.225** 1.163 
3-10 years 42 3.409** 1.268 
11-20 years 110 3.736 1.230 
21 years or more 83 4.157** 1.454 
irrent grade level assignment 
Elementary K-2 59 3.220** 1.142 
Elementary 3-5/6 52 3.878 1.328 
Middle school/junior high 95 4.133** 1.306 
High school 44 3.504 1.317 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
**Significant (p^.Ol). 
151 
Table H.15. Response for OBE curriculum standard disaggregated by role, experience, and 
assignment 
Demographic Responses Mean' S.D. 
Current role 
Classroom teacher 183 3.022 1.262 
Special education teacher 31 3.049 .894 
Art, music, physical education teacher 18 2.802 1.249 
Other 31 2.910 1.151 
Total experience 
0-2 years 23 2.618* .946 
3-10 years 43 2.982 .983 
11-20 years 113 2.835* 1.158 
21 years or more 83 3.336* 1.376 
Current grade level assignment 
Elementary K-2 61 2.761 1.133 
Elementary 3-5/6 54 2.998 1.161 
Middle school/junior high 95 3.191 1.271 
High school 44 2.807 1.168 
'Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
•Significant (p^.OS). 
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Table H. 16. Response for OBE decision standard disaggregated by role, experience, and 
assignment 
Demographic Responses Mean' S.D. 
Current role 
Classroom teacher 185 2.516 .817 
Special education teacher 32 2.294 .688 
Art, music, physical education teacher 18 2.792 .682 
Other 31 2.368 .828 
Total experience 
0-2 years 23 2.094** .728 
3-10 years 43 2.244 .554 
11-20 years 115 2.560 .846 
21 years or more 84 2.619** .808 
irrent grade level assignment 
Elementary K-2 61 2.146** .701 
Elementary 3-5/6 55 2.436 .769 
Middle school/junior high 97 2.610** .805 
High school 44 2.659** .803 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
**Significant (p^.Ol). 
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Table H.17. Response for OBE assessment standard disaggregated by role, experience, and 
assignment 
Demographic Responses Mean" S.D. 
Current role 
Classroom teacher 185 2.807 .866 
Special education teacher 32 2.548 .698 
Art, music, physical education teacher 18 2.411 .536 
Other 31 2.679 1.322 
Total experience 
0-2 years 23 2.338** .711 
3-10 years 43 2.600 .669 
11-20 years 115 2.674 .852 
21 years or more 84 2.982** 1.048 
Current grade level assignment 
Elementary K-2 61 2.645 .886 
Elementary 3-5/6 55 2.666 .761 
Middle school/junior high 97 2.790 .935 
High school 44 2.842 .931 
'Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
**Significant (p^.Ol). 
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Table H.18. Response for OBE organization standard disaggregated by role, experience, and 
assignment 
Demographic Responses Mean' S.D. 
Current role 
Classroom teacher 184 3.253* 1.012 
Special education teacher 31 2.691* .675 
Art, music, physical education teacher 18 3.551* .893 
Other 30 3.097 1.425 
Total experience 
0-2 years 23 2.736** .725 
3-10 years 43 3.037 .947 
11-20 years 113 3.146 1.081 
21 years or more 83 3.468** 1.045 
Current grade level assignment 
Elementary K-2 61 2.888** 1.148 
Elementary 3-5/6 55 3.050 .797 
Middle school/junior high 94 3.258 1.065 
High school 44 3.546** .944 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
•Significant (p<.05). 
••Significant (p^.Ol). 
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Table H.19. Response for OBE culture standard disaggregated by role, experience, and 
assignment 
Demographic Responses Mean' S.D. 
Current role 
Classroom teacher 186 2.403* 1.085 
Special education teacher 32 2.630 1.221 
Art, music, physical education teacher 18 3.204* .894 
Other 31 2.269* 1.127 
Total experience 
0-2 years 23 1.928* .603 
3-10 years 43 2.256 .848 
11-20 years 116 2.628* 1.172 
21 years or more 84 2.504 1.175 
Current grade level assignment 
Elementary K-2 61 2.096** .933 
Elementary 3-5/6 55 2.330** .939 
Middle school/junior high 98 2.405** 1.124 
High school 44 3.140** 1.219 
'Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
•Significant (p^.OS). 
••Significant (p^.Ol). 
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Table H.20. Response for OBE improvement standard disaggregated by role, experience, and 
assignment 
Demographic Responses Mean" S.D. 
Current role 
Classroom teacher 185 2.824** 1.222 
Special education teacher 32 2.594** .847 
Art, music, physical education teacher 18 3.722** 1.487 
Other 31 2.468** 1.176 
Total experience 
0-2 years 23 2.283 .851 
3-10 years 43 2.837 1.111 
11-20 years 116 2.905 1.273 
21 years or more 83 2.868 1.259 
Current grade level assignment 
Elementary K-2 61 2.648 1.108 
Elementary 3-5/6 55 2.927 1.241 
Middle school/junior high 97 2.660 1.247 
High school 44 3.023 1.191 
"Scale: 1 =Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Somewhat agree, 4=Somewhat disagree, 
5=Disagree, 6=Strongly disagree, 7=Does not apply. 
••Significant (p^.Ol). 
